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ABSTRACT 
This study examined die predictive utility of two observational measurement methods for 
examining marital social support. Eighty-two married couples completed self-report measures, and 
10 minute videotaped supportive interactions. The interactions were designed to elicit discussion of 
cunent problems that were outside the couple's marital relationship. The first method of 
measurement was a macro-observational method—the Iowa Family Interaction Rating Scales (IFIRS: 
Melby et al., 1993), based on global ratings of the couples' interactions that fit descriptions of listener 
responsiveness, warmth, and hostility. The second method was a micro-observational method—the 
Social Support Behavior Code (SSBC: Suhr, 1990; Cutrona & Suhr, 1992,1994), based on 
fixquency counts of six types of social support. These six types were; emotional support, esteem 
support, information support tangible support, anentiveness, and negative behaviors. The dependent 
variables were; post-interaction mood, spousal supportiveness, and satisfaction with the interaction, 
and these relationships were examined using multiple hierarchical regressions. Most impoitandy, the 
miCTO codes of negative behaviors and tangible support predicted these outcome variables for wives. 
In addition, the micro code infonnational support successfully predicted husbands' evaluations of 
their wives' supportiveness and husbands' satisfaction with the interaction. However, when 
predicting husbands' post-interaction mood, the macro code of warmth was the only significant 
predictor. Therefore, to die extent that ratings of brief n<»i-conflict interactions predict evaluations of 
spousal supportiveness, the micro codes explained somewhat more of the variance dian the macro 
codes. 
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INTRODUCTION 
The study of marital relationships has produced a very large body of literature and many 
different types of measurement tools. However, with the advent of observational methods of 
examining relationships, the study of marital interaction is even richer and more complex (Gottman, 
1994). 
ObservatioiuU methods of measuring marital constructs tend to fall within two major 
categories: macro-observational methods and micro-observational methods. Macro-observational 
scales require trained coders to view an interaction as a whole and assign overall ratings for the 
behaviors of interest. These global ratings take into account the "atmosphere" of the relationship, and 
require the coder to make judgments about the intent behind the behaviors and the overall effect of 
the behaviors on the relationship. These ratings take nonverbal behaviors such as facial expression, 
vocal tone, and body orientation into account along with verbal content. 
Micro-observational methods quantify interpersonal interactions by using a set of scales 
designed to measure the frequency of discrete and specific events or behaviors. Often these scales are 
based on an examination of the verbal content of the interaction. Trained coders produce counts of 
the behaviors of interest that are then used to draw conclusions about the nature of relationships. 
Thus macroK>bservational methods yield more global information about the emotional tone of the 
maniage, while micro-observational methods yield frequency counts of behaviors that occur during 
marital interactions. 
One aspect of marriage that is of particular importance is die social support provided by 
marital partners to each odier. Social support is '^ sponsiveness to another's needs and, more 
specifically, acts that communicate caring; that validate the other's worth, feelings or actions; or that 
fiKilitaie adaptive coping with problems dirough die provision of infonnation, assistance, or tangible 
resources" (Cutrona, 1996a, p. 10). The presence (or absence) of social support within marriage can 
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have impoitant and long-lasting effects on the couple's satisfaction with their relationship, as well as 
on whether or not the relationship continues (Cutrona, 19%a). 
Many studies of marital interactions and relationship longevity indicate the importance of the 
"emotional atmosphere" of the relationship (Gottman, 1994). This aspect of the relationship may be 
better captured by macroK>bservational methods of assessment than by microK)bservational methods. 
The intent of the current study was to examine the ability of a macro-observational method compared 
to that of a micro-observational method in assessing marital social support. In particular, this study 
examined whether or not including global ratings of the emotional context of the marriage adds to our 
understanding of marital social support. 
First, to provide background on the study of social support, a model of social support is 
reviewed. Second, this is followed by a review of issues related specifically to the study of marital 
social support. Third, major findings from observational studies of rmvital interaction will be 
summarized. Finally, a discussion of die relative advantages and disadvantages offered by the two 
types of observational methods will be considered, and the parameters of the current study will be 
presented. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 
Social support is a construct that has received a great deal of attention from many theorists. 
This attention has centered on the relationship between social support and reactions to stressful events 
or conditions (Cutrona 1996a; Lakey & Cohen, in press). In other words, much of social support 
theory concerns the relationship between social support and mental or physical health outcomes. In 
order to provide the reader with background information regarding the study of social support, a 
primary theoretical perspective in this domain of research will be summarized. 
Bufifering Model 
The buffering perspective views coping ability as a mediator between social support and 
health outcomes (Lakey & Cohen, in press; Cobb, 1976; Cohen & Wills, 1985). Social support is 
believed to protect, or buffer, people against the effects of stress through mediating mechanisms such 
as: increasing self-esteem, helping with problem-solving ability, altering the appraisal of stressors, or 
helping a person to make behavioral changes (Wills & Shinar, in press). An important product of this 
perspective is the idea that the type of social support given should be matched to the type of stressor 
that is being experienced (Cutrona & Russell, 1990; Cutrona 1996a). Namely, when viewed from this 
perspective, the idea that there may be different types of social support that may buffer against stress 
in varied ways depending on the stressful conditions becomes important (Cutrona & Russell, 1990). 
This possibility yields another important point, that is, that there are different types of social support. 
Weiss (1974) delineated several different provisions we may get from socially supportive 
relationships; attachment, social integration, reassurance of wonh, reliable alliance, guidance, and 
oppoitunity to provide nuiturance. Attachment is conceptualized as occurring when a person has a 
sense of intimacy and safety. Social integration is the sense of belonging to a group or sharing 
common goals, values and preferred activities with others. Reassurance of worth is a feeling of being 
valued and having one's talents recognized. Reliable alliance is the perception that if one needs help 
from a relationship partner it will be provided. Guidance is die provision ofinforauticm or advice. 
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Finally, the opportunity to provide nurturance is the sense that one is needed by others. Using this 
original work on social support categories, other researchers have examined slightly different types of 
support: emotional support, instrumental support, informational support, companionship support, and 
feedback or validation (Argyle, 1992; Wills, 198S). However, all of these researchers study the types 
of support that they believe help to buffer recipients from the effects of stress. 
In addition, the way people appraise support fit>m others is sometimes more important in 
deterniining outcomes than the actual support given. For example, Cutrona, Cohen, and Igram (1990) 
studied the effects of a set of variables on beliefs about support, bi this study, participants read 
vignettes describing a person who had recently learned of a parent's injury in an accident. Some of 
the vignettes included information about the type of support the person desired to receive. The 
participants then judged the supportiveness of the helping behaviors described. When the support 
given matched the type desired it was viewed as being more supportive than when the type of support 
did not match the type that was desired. Also, the result was that the more spontaneous (in other 
words, if the recipient did not have to ask for support) the support was the more supportive it was 
believed to be. Finally, the participants tended to view emotional support as most supportive, unless 
tangible support (offers to acitially help in a discernible way) was the support recipient's preferred 
type of support It may be that emotional support and the related "emotional atmosphere" 
components of providing emotional suppoit are a baseline of social support (Cohen & Wills, 198S). 
Thus, perhaps receiving emotional support is necessary, (aldiough not always sufficient), to die 
perception of social support Next is a discussion of an important distinction that is often used in the 
social suppoit literature. This is the distinction between perceived and received suppoit. 
Perceived vs. Received Suppoit 
In any examination of social suppoit it is inqxmant to recognize the distinction between 
received siqipcit and perceived suppoit (Cobb, 1976; Weiss, 1974; Cohen and Wills, 1985; Wills & 
Shinar, in press). Perceived suppoit is suppoit that one believes will be available if needed or 
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requested. Received support is support diat was recendy received. Understanding which type of 
support is being measured has important consequences for the relationship that researchers examine 
between social support and health outcomes. 
Most importantly, some researchers have found that the amount of support that people 
actually receive is not always predictive of whether or not they cope better with stress. For example, 
Dunkel-Schetter and Bennett (1990) found that studies using pcrceived support measures displayed 
buffering effects, but that studies using received support measures did not. Also, measures of 
received support tend to correlate at a lower level with health outcomes than measures of perceived 
support (Cutrona, 1996a; Dunkel-Schetter & Bennett, 1990). It appears that the amount of support 
that people believe they will get is more important in predicting health outcomes than the actual 
amount of support they receive. 
Another important point about this distinction is that received support is related to the level of 
distress that people are experiencing (Gotdieb, 1994). This means that the level of support people 
receive is not independent of the level of stress they are under. It is unlikely that high levels of social 
support are given to people when those people are not in distress (Lakey & Cohen, in press). This 
point is important for researchers to remember when designing studies of social support. 
Social Support and Marital Reladonships 
Importance of Marital Social Support 
There are several reasons that the study of social support within marriage is important. First, 
maiTiage is a significant source of support (Beach, Martin, Blum, & Roman 1993) and diere is 
evidence that people derive more benefit from social support within intimate relationships firom other 
sources (Acitelli, 1996; Beach, Fincham, Katz, & Bradbury 1996). In addition, when asked to whom 
they would mm for support when in distress, most nunied people say diey would turn to their spouse 
(de Jong-Gierveld A van TUburg, 1987; Cutrona, 1996a). This finding suggests that most manried 
people recognize the importance of dieir spouse as a potential support provider. 
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Evidence abounds that social support within marriage leads to lowered adverse psychological 
and somatic consequences due to stress (Sarason, Pierce, & Sarason, 1990; Pierce, Lakey, Sarason, & 
Sarason, 1997). Marital social support tends to prevent the downward spiral into depression and 
loneliness following loss or chronic stress (de Jong-Gierveld & van Tilburg, 1987; GottUeb, 1994). It 
is also very helpful during times of acute stress caused by the illness of one of the spouses (Ptacek, 
Pierce. Dodge, & Ptacek, 1997; DeLongis, Folkman, Lazarus, 1988) or financial strain (Simons, 
Lorenz, Conga, Wu 1992; Conger, Rueter, Elder, 1999). 
Second, in addition to protecting spouses from the effects of stress, social support can also 
strengthen the marital relationship itself (Gottlieb, 1994). Marital social support is related to higher 
levels of marital quaUty and stability (Katz, Beach, & Anderson, 19%) and to higher levels of 
personal goal attainment for spouses (Brunstein, Dangelmayer, & Schultheiss, 1996). Social support 
within a marriage has several effects that guard against the deterioration of the marriage due to stress 
(Cutrona, 19%a, 1996b). It decreases the likelihood that conflicts will escalate to the point that they 
will become damaging to the relationship. In addition, it increases the likelihood of positive intimate 
moments, which tend to facilitate relationship durability. Social support from a marital parmer can 
also increase the likelihood that the spouses will trust each other and can help to deepen the intimacy 
of the relationship (Cutrona, 1996b). Finally, it is possible that social support within a marriage 
might decrease the likelihood that one or both parmers will wiAdraw from the other during times of 
stress. Withdrawal (Gottman, 1979,1991,1994), particularly on the part of the husband, is one of the 
harbingers of doom in a mamage (Levenson A. Gotunan, 198S). 
Finally, nurital intimacy and social support may have a reciprocal relationship. The 
deepened intimacy and trust between marital partners derived from social support may in nmi affect 
whether or not a spouse will view his or her paitner as supportive. Researchers have discovered that 
marital quality is a significant predictor of marital social support (Fincham & Bradbury, 1990). 
Pvtners who are stfisfied widi their relationship tend to respond to dwir spouse's concerns with 
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suppoitive behaviors (Barker & Lemle, 1984). When spouses believe that their partners understand 
them, they also tend to view their partners as being more helpful in times of stress (Cahn & Frey, 
1992; Cahn, 1990; Dunkel-Schetter, Blasband, Feinstein, & Herbert, 1992). Additionally, whether or 
not a spouse is satisfied with his or her partner's suppoitiveness is partly determined by the level of 
intimacy between them (Johnson, HobfoU, &. Zalcberg-Linetzy, 1993). 
Gender Effects 
Given that the study of marital processes involves men and women, a discussion of possible 
gender effects is warranted. One of the most important gender differences is that wives tend to 
provide more support to their husbands than husbands provide for dieir wives (Depner & IngersoU-
Dayton, 198S; Cutrona 1996a; Gotmian, 1994; Vinokur & Vinokur-Kaplan, 1990). Also, women 
tend to have more sources of suppoit outside of marriage dian their husbands do (Allgood, Crane, & 
Agee, 1997). Husbands, on the other hand, tend to rely on their wives for the majority of their social 
and emotional support (Depner & IngersoU-Dayton, 1983; Cutrona 1996a; Gottman, 1994). 
However, it appears that women's marital satisfaction is more dependent on the suppoit they 
get from husbands than men's marital satisfaction is dependent on support they get from their wives 
(Acitelli & Antonucci, 1994). Husbands' marital satisfaction may be paiticularly tied to the 
perception of support from their wives for attaining personal goals outside of maniage, while wives' 
marital satisfiKtion may be more dependent on suppoit from husbands in die attainment of 
relationship goals (Bnmstein, Dangehnayer, Sc. Schultheiss, 1996). Husbands may derive more 
satisfiKtion from instrumental suppoit behaviors (problem-solving actions) by their wives, while 
wives tend to derive more satisfaction from emotional support behaviors from their husbands (Wills, 
Weiss, A Patterson, 1974). 
Obseivatiofial Studies of Marital Interaction 
In observational research on mamage, the majority of research has focused on conflict 
interactions (Schaap. 1984; Weiss & Heynum, 1990). That is, researchers have focused on what 
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happens between spouses when they are disagreeing or fighting. Not surprisingly, distressed couples 
tend to take part in more negative interaction patterns and fewer positive interaction patterns than do 
non-distressed couples (Gottman, 1979, 1991,1994). 
In addition, distressed couples tend to engage in more negative reciprocity than non­
distressed couples, such that if one spouse acts negatively toward his or her partner, the partner is 
more likely to react with negativity in turn (Gottman, 1979,1991,1994). Similarly, a spouse in a 
distressed couple is more likely to react to his or her parmer's complaint with complaints of his or her 
own (Gottman, 1979,1991,1994). Thus, spouses in distressed couples tend to reciprocate the 
negative behaviors or affect displayed by their partners. Some researchers have even found that 
during conflictual interactions, when positive behaviors or affect are expressed, distressed couples do 
not reciprocate them (Gaelick, Bodenhausen, & Wyer, 1985; Filsingo* & Thomas, 1988). 
Indeed, negative behaviors have been appraised as the best predictors of distressed versus 
non-distressed marriages (Fincham & Bradbury, 1990). In particular, negative affect reciprocity has 
been earaoarked as the best predictor of later marital dissolution and of lower marital satisfaction— 
above and beyond the amount of verbal positivity present in the interaction (Gottman, 1994). 
Negative a£fect reciprocity is the tendency of couples to respond to each other's negative affective 
reactions with further negative affect. Tliese findings have led Gottman and others to the conclusion 
that in goMral, nonverbal behaviors and afifective responses of die spouses have the greatest effect on 
marital satisfiKtioii, rather than only vertMl behaviors (Gottman &. Krokofl^ 1989; Markman, 1981; 
Broderick & O'Leary, 1986; Huston A Vangelisti, 1991). 
Gottman (1979,1991,1994) has outlined what he calls the "Four Horsemen of the 
Apocalypse" in the context of marital dissolution or instability. These are: criticism, defensiveness, 
disgust/contempt, and listener withdrawal (stonewalling). In paitiGular, it is the stonewalling (tuning 
out his wife) of the husbnl that most strongly foreshadows marital distress. AfterapMemof 
negative interactions has established itself in the relationship, the husband withdraws fiom 
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meaningful interaction with his wife, particularly during conflictual episodes. At this point, the 
couple is caught in a downward spiral of negative reciprocity (Gottnum, 1994). 
Non-distressed couples tend to have a ratio of positive behaviors to negative behaviors that is 
greater than that of distressed couples (Gottnum, 1991). An atmosphere of trust, respect, and 
tolerance seems to signify that a couple will likely remain a couple. In particular, when a person is 
discussing a stressful situation, if the listening spouse responds by validating the distressed spouse's 
feelings, the emotional climate is likely to lead to marital satisfaction and stability (Gottnum, 1994). 
The importance of being emotionally supportive to one's spouse cannot be underestimated. 
Often, spouses feel that they are helped more when their partner engages in behaviors signifying 
understanding and support than when their paraer engages in problem-solving behaviors (Barker & 
Lemle, 1984). Cousins and Vincent (1983) studied how one spouse's reaction to the other's 
complaints (about topics unrelated to the marriage) tended to increase or decrease the emotional 
expression of the complaining spouse. They found that betta adjusted couples tended to use more 
approval and empathy in response to spousal complaints. Not surprisingly, when the listening spouse 
reacted with supportive behaviors, the complaining spouse tended to increase his or her emotional 
expression. Also, in a study of couples coping with the illness (cancer) of one of the spouses, 
researchers (Smith, Rednun, Bums, & Sagert, 198S) looked at what types of supportive behaviors 
were most beneficial to the ailing spouse. They found that the most beneficial was socio-emotional 
support; listening to and talking with the spouse about his or her cancer. 
In summaiy, the small number of studies on supportive marital interactions have found that 
social support between spouses is important in determining a sense of interdependence or 
cohesiveness of the couple (Cutrona, 1996). Furthennoie, the enootional climate of the relationship is 
a powerful predictor of marital satisfiKtion and longevity. However, few studies have examined the 
relationship between marital social support and marital sitisfktiao direcdy (Acitelli, 1996; Acitelli & 
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Antonucci, 1994). Coupled with the fact that most studies of marital interactions have focused on 
conflictual interactions, this points to the importance of studying supportive interactions in marriage. 
Observational Methods 
There has been an increase in observational measurement in the social and behavioral 
sciences due in part to problems with the validity of self-report measures and the hope for unbiased 
observer measurements of relationships (Alexander, Newell, Robbins, & Turner, 199S). Interest in the 
use of observational methods has also grown because it is useful to solicit data using multiple 
mediods and sources of infoimation, rather than only self-report. The most reliable and valid 
assessments involve the use of multiple measures and multiple sources of information (Melby, 
Conger, Ge, & Warner, 1995). The use of observations of marital interactions by uninvolved 
observers is based on the assumptions that a) observers produce less biased assessment than self-
report measures, and b) observed behaviors are related to outcomes in the future of the couple such as 
marital stability, marital quality or marital satisfactioo (Weiss & Heyman, 1990). 
Self-report methods for measuring social support within marriages are usually more cost 
effective than observational mediods, yet there are many limitations to using subjective reports 
(Weiss & Heyman, 1990). Self-report methods rely on the memories of participants for events that 
occurred in the past. This means that die participants must report retroactively, even though their 
memories may not be accurate. Furthermore, participants may report on dieir experiences and 
behavior in idiosyncratic ways. This may limit the applicability of the findings to only people who 
share the characteristics of those participants. In addition, many researchers question whether or not a 
person can objectively judge his or her behaviors, characteristics, and perceptions (Ickes, 1994). To 
compensate for the short-comings of self-report data, as well as to take advantage of die more 
accurate picture that using multiple methods of measurement provides, the use of observational 
methods of measurement has become more widespread in the social support literature (Gottman, 
1994; Alexander, et al., 199S). 
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There are two different types of observational measurement methods for assessing social 
support within marital interactions. These are trained coders' observation of marital interactions, 
either in global ratings (macro-observational methods) or in discrete units (micro-observational 
methods). 
Macro-Observational Methods 
Macro-observational coding strategies employ coders who observe an entire interaction and 
then make one global rating of the interaction (Weiss & Heyman, 1990). Macro-observational 
methods require the trained coder to view the interaction as a whole, taking into account the overall 
environment of the exchange, rather than just each individual's behavior. The coder assigns a 
summary score for a relationship variable that was observed over a specified interaction period (Bell 
& Bell, 1989; Weiss & Dehle, 1994). As stated above, macro-observational coding schemes code 
more than just the content of interactions. They also take into account the nonverbal behaviors 
exhibited and the emotional tone of the behaviors, i.e., how the behaviors are expressed or delivered 
(Elliot, 1991). 
Macro-observational methods are useful in discriminating between distressed and non­
distressed marital couples (Melby, et al., 1995). There is evidence that affective components of 
marital communication are more strongly related to marital quality than the verbal content of 
communications (Gottman, 1979; Floyd A Markman, 1983; Levenson & Gottman, 198S; Weiss & 
Dehle, 1994). In other words, it may be diat the emotional tone of interactions (based on nonverbal 
behaviors such as tone of voice and body language) matters most when differentiating between 
distressed and non-distressed couples. These findings contribute to the search for observational 
coding schemes that capture the emotional tone of marital relationships in the most economical 
manner In orda to avoid the cost and time investment needed for most macro-observational methods, 
simpler global mediods of observational measurenMnt need to be developed (Wampla & Halverson, 
1990; Melby etal., 199S). 
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Micro-Observational Methods 
Micro-observational methods assess observed behaviors in discrete, overt units (Weiss & 
Heyman, 1990; Alexander, et al., 1995; Cutrona, 1986; Markman & Notarius, 1987; Notarius, 
Markman A Gottnum, 1983; Weiss, Hops & Patterson, 1973). With diese coding systems, the codes 
are based on explicit descriptions of specific behaviors (Bell & Bell, 1989; Weiss & Dehle, 1994). 
Micro-observational scales have tended to dominate marital interaction research. This is partly due to 
the relative ease (compared to macro-observational coding systems) with which researchers can 
establish acceptable interobserver agreement with the use of micro-coding schemes (Gottman & 
Bakeman, 1997; L'Abate & Bagarozzi, 1993; Gottman, 1979). 
However, the question may be ''Do you want to measure something meaningful [macro-
coding schemes]—or do you want to measure it well [micro-coding schemes]?" (Bell & Bell, 1989, p. 
154; Markman, Leber, Cordova, & St. Peters, 1995). In other words, the gains in terms of ease of 
establishing reliability by using micro codes may be outweighed by a loss of meaning in what is 
being studied. It is not clear what useful information is lost by focusing on discrete behaviors, rather 
than die global climate of the relationship. The basic distinction between these two codes is that 
between being empirically grounded (micro codes) and being clinically meaningful (macro codes). 
This comparison of observational methods of studying marital social support parallels the 
distinction made by Selignoan (1995) regarding efficacy and effectiveness studies. A brief description 
of this distinction may shed light on the argument that macro codes could yield more meaningful 
information about marital social support than micro codes. Seligman (1995) describes efficacy 
studies as being methodologically rigorous, tightly controlled studies of psychodierapy modalities or 
mental health treatments. Eveiydiing about these studies is engineered to mairitwiyi» the likelihood of 
robust findings and minimize the likelihood of interference from confounding variables. Inother 
words, they are designed to maximize internal validity. The result is clear evidence that some 
treatments work better dian odiers under certain conditioas and for certain disorders. While this is 
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useful infonnation, it is limited in its real-world usefulness because of lowered external validity. 
Micro-observational methods of studying marital social support are similar in that they allow clear 
and explicit definitions of the behavior to be coded and tend to make the establishment of interrater 
reliability easier. Like mental health treatment efficacy designs, the micro-observational methods are 
well grounded empirically. 
However, Seligman (199S) also discusses the clinical utility of effectiveness studies of mental 
health treatments. These studies are designed to maximize the applicability of their findings to die 
real-world of mental health treatment. In other words, they are engineered to maximize external 
validity. Similarly, macro-observational codes are theoretically designed to take into account aspects 
that couples themselves use in making Judgments about marital social support That is, because they 
are based on global judgments of the emotional atmosphere of the rehttionship, taking into account 
both verbal and nonverbal (fkial expressions, body orientation, tone of voice) components, macro 
code ratings are hypothesized to be more like the implicit judgments made by couples themselves. To 
the extent that this is true, then macro codes may more useful in studying marital social support than 
microcodes. 
This was an exploratory study examining the predictive value of two different observational 
methods of measuring marital social support The most important question for ±e current study was: 
Will a macro coding scheme or a miao coding scheme be more predictive of important variables in 
the study of marital social support? In other words, will the measurement of the supportive climate or 
tooe of die marital interaction yield stronger results than the measurement of specific, discrete social 
support behaviors? These questions were addressed by using videotaped marital interactions that 
were structured to be supportive. 
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METHOD 
Panicipants 
Paiticipants were drawn from an ongoing research project on social support in marriage. 
Complete longitudinal data were available from 85 couples, including both self-report measures and 
videotaped interactions. These couples were recruited by sending letters to the university married 
student housing complexes of two large Midwestern universities. The majority (76%) were recruited 
from Iowa State University, and the remainder were recruited from the University of Iowa (24%). A 
graduate student called the couples who indicated interest by returning a postcard to the research 
o£Bce and scheduled an appointment. Approximately one couple in ten who received the recruitment 
letter indicated interest in participating. The couples were informed that dieir participation would 
take approximately two hours and that if required, childcare could be arranged. Each couple received 
$25.00 for their participation. Participation included self-report measures of marital satisfaction, 
depression, perceived spousal support, and a videotaped interaction task. A post-interaction 
assessment was conducted using self-report measures of mood, interaction satisfaction, and received 
spousal support. 
Measures and Procedures 
Pre-Interaction Self-Report Measures 
When the couple arrived at die laboratory, they were given a set of questiomiaires to 
complete. The couples were instructed not to talk to each other while completing the questionnaires. 
Questionnaires included demographic questions, die Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS: Spanier Sc. 
Filsinger, 1983), Social Provisions Scale (SPS: Cutrona and Russell, 1987X and the Beck Depression 
Inventory (BDl: Beck, Ward, Meodelson, Mock, Erbaugh, 1%1). 
Marital Satisfaction. The Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS: Spanier & Filsinger, 1983) is a 
measure of marital satisfaction or adjustment diat has four subscales: cohesion, consensus, 
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satisfaction, and affection. The overall scale alpha is .96. This scale has been shown to discriminate 
between distressed and non>distressed married couples (L'Abate & Bagarozzi, 1993). 
Perceived Social Provisions Scale is a self-repoit measure of perceived 
support (SPS: Cutrona & Russell, 1987). This scale looks at the dimensions of support that were 
originally identified by Weiss (1974); attachment, social integration, reassurance of worth, reliable 
alliance, and guidance. CoefBcient alphas for the subscales range from .65 to .76 with moderate to 
high inter-subscale correlations which may mean that it works best as a measure of general perceived 
support radier than a measure of specific types of social support (Wills & Shinar, in press). 
Coefficient alpha for die total scale is .92 (Cutrona & Russell, 1987). 
Depression. The Beck Depression Inventory (BDl; Beck, Ward, Mendelson, Mock, & 
Erbaugh, 1961). This is a 23 item scale assessing aspects of depression such as depressed mood, 
anhedonia, changes in sleeping and eating patterns, etc. It has been widely used as a measure of 
depression and has coefiScient alphas ranging from .68 to .93 (Beradt, 1990; Beckham & Leber, 
1995). 
Post-Interaction Self-Report Measures 
After the spouses completed an interaction in which they were the support recipient, they 
completed several questionnaires. These included; a checklist designed to measure current mood 
called the Depressive Adjectives Checklist (DACL: Lubin, 1965), the Interaction Supportiveness 
Scale (ISS; Cutrona, 1996a, 1996b), and three questions pertaining to the participant's satisfiKtion 
with the interaction. Please see Appendix A for a complete description of these scales and items. 
Mood. The Depressive Adjectives Checklist (DACL; Lubin, 1965) was designed to measure 
transient depressed moods. It is a list of 32 adjectives associated with both positive and negative 
moods. Partcipaots check off adjectives that conespond to their cunent mood. Lubin (1965) 
reported internal consistency with split-half reliabilities ranging fixm .80 to .93 (Bemdt, 1990). This 
measure was coded so diat higher scores reflect more negative moods. 
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Received Spousal Support. The Interaction Supportiveness Scale (ISS; Cutrona, 1996a, 
1996b) was developed using the Social Provisions Scale as a starting point (Cutrona & Russell, 
1987). Items were selected that measured specific observable supportive behaviors. Cronbach's 
alpha for the scale is .92 (Cutrona, Hessling, Suhr, 1997). Support recipients were instructed to 
indicate their level of agreement with statements regarding how supportive their spouse was during 
the interaction. 
Interaction Satisfaction. The support recipient rated how satisfied or happy he or she was 
with the interaction. This measure consisted of three questions regarding interaction satisfaction and 
happiness. The participants rated their satisfaction with a S-point scale. 
Observational Measures 
Each videotaped interaction was assessed using two different observational coding schemes. 
(See Appendices B and C for complete descriptions of the coding systems.) These were the Iowa 
Family biteraction Rating Scales (IFIRS: Melby et al., 1993) and the Social Support Behavior Code 
(SSBC: Suhr, 1990; Cutrona & Suhr, 1992, 1994). 
Iowa Fflpily Interaction Rating Scales. Six coders trained in the use of the macro-
observational coding system (IFIRS: Melby et al., 1993) coded each interaction. The IFIRS is a 
global rating system originally designed to assess fiunily, marital, and sibling interactions. For the 
purposes of this study, three rating scales for marital bdiavior were chosen. These scales, wamith, 
hostility, and listener responsiveness, were chosen as the most direcdy related to the emotional 
climate of the mairiage and to social support, bi fkt, the scales of waimth/support and hostility 
(Simons, et al., 1992) and listener responsiveness (Conger, Rueter, & Elder, Jr., 1999) have been used 
in the past as measures or components of supportiveness between spouses. The reader is referred to 
Appendix B for a complete description of the scales included in the study and to Appendix D for a 
complete description of coder mining. 
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The coders were employed by the Institute for Social and Behavioral Research in Ames, 
Iowa. All interactions were randomly assigned to one of the six coders. Forty-eight interactions were 
also independently coded using the IFIRS system by another trained coder in order to provide 
interrater reliability calculations. Each scale is rated on a 9 point scale with 1 as "not at all 
characteristic" and 9 as "mainly characteristic" of the interaction. Any scores that the coders 
disagreed upon at a magnitude of two points or more were considered discrepant. The coders met to 
resolve these discrepancies for use in the final data set. Generally, the intraclass correlations range 
from .SS to .85 for most scales from the IFIRS (Melby & Conger, 1996). 
The warmth scale measures the degree of positive feelings and interactions with another 
person. Nonverbal behaviors such as physical affection (touching, kissing), smiling or laughing with 
the person, vocal tone, and warm facial expressions are taken into account in the rating. Supportive 
behaviors such as showing concern for the other's welfare, affirming or empathising with the other 
person, and offering encouragement or praise also influence the score for this scale. In addition, the 
content of statements is used in scoring for this scale. That is, statements that are complementary, 
professing support, or otherwise positive in nature, are considered for this scale. 
The hostility scale measures the d^ree to which a person displays angry, critical and hostile 
bdiavior toward another person. Nonverbal bdiavtors such as angry or contemptuous facial 
expressions, menacing body posture, irritable/sarcastic vocal tones, and physically aggressive or 
violent behaviors are taken into account for diis scale. In addition, the verbal content is coded. 
Statements that rqect the other person or show contempt or disgust, deny the other's needs, or are 
denigrating of the other's character are included in the score for this scale. 
Listener responsiveness refers to bdiaviors that validate and indicate attentiveness to die 
speaker. The behaviors associated widi careful listening, such as direct eye contact, an alert body 
posture ftcing the qieaker, and nodding, are considered when using this scale. Listena 
responsiveness can be viewed as a measure of supportive listening. It is composed of behaviors diat 
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"convey continued attention, interest, involvement, and co-participation in the interaction" (Marche & 
Peterson, 1993, p.7%). These behaviors may also include brief verbal assents ("mm-hmms"), 
attentive and engaged facial expressions, brief verbalizations that echo a word or phrase recently used 
by die speaking person, etc. The effect of diese behaviors for die speaking person is a feeling of 
being paid attention to, of having permission to continue to say more, and of providing the 
opportunity to vent (D'Augelli, et al., 1978; Notarius & Heirick, 1988; Kraut, Lewis, Swezey, 1982). 
Social Support Behavior Code. Trained coders used transcriptions of the interactions while 
viewing the videotaped interactions to code the material with the micro-observational coding system 
(SSBC: Suhr. 1990; Cutrona & Suhr, 1992, 1994; Cutrona, Suhr, MacFarlane, 1990). Twenty-three 
interactions were coded independendy by two coders to provide data for interrater reliabiUty. Typical 
interrater reliability (intraclass correlation) for the SSBC aaoss the social support categories is .77 
(Cutrona, 19%b). 
The SSBC is designed to provide an assessment of die frequency of 27 types of supportive 
and negative behaviors. The general classes of supportive behaviors assessed are: emotional support, 
esteem support, informational support, tangible support, and attentiveness. The negative behaviors 
assessed are: sarcasm, criticize, disagree, interrupt, complain, and refuse request for help. Findings 
from smdies using the SSBC have shown that the number of supportive behaviors is positively 
correlated with the amount of support perceived by the support recipient (Cuti'ona, 1996a). The reader 
is referred to Appendix C for a complete scale description and to Appendix E for a description of 
coder training for the SSBC. 
Emotional support is behavior that communicates caring, concern, sympathy, or 
understanding. Esteem support is behavior that communicates to someone that he or she is highly 
valued and respected. Lnfoimalioo support is behavior diat provides information to die person under 
stress about how to deal widi the sdessor or how to appraise the situation. Tangible support is an 
ofifer of actual resources, services, or assistance in order to eliminate, solve or alleviate die problem. 
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Attentiveness is suppoit behavior that demonstrates that the support provider is paying attention to the 
recipient, such as questions about the problem situation. 
Experiment Rooms and Procedures 
The experiment rooms were designed to resemble a comfortable living room. They included 
a couch and loveseat, wall decorations, bookcases and a coffee table. Each room had a wall equipped 
with a one-way miiror, which was hidden with Venetian blinds. Small, unobtrusive microphones 
were placed on a coflfee table in front of the couch, and two cameras were mounted unobtrusively in 
wooden cabinets. A table and chairs were behind the couches to facilitate the completion of paper 
and pencil measures. The adjoining equipment room was set up so that the experimenter could view 
participants on monitors. 
After the couples completed the first self-report questioruiaires, one spouse was randomly 
chosen to be the support recipient in a videotaped interaction. The spouses were separated and given 
instroctions for the interaction. The spouse selected as the support recipient was told to disclose a 
personally relevant stressful event to his or her spouse. However, the spouse was instructed that the 
disclosed event could not be something that the couple had argued about, nor could it be something 
that the disclosing spouse blamed his or her partner for. These instructions were given in order to 
minimize the likelihood of conflict between the spouses during the intaaction. The odier spouse 
(who would be the support provider) was told simply to listen to his or her partner and act as rutturally 
and spontaneously as possible. Then the spouses were brought together again in the "living room" 
where they completed a 10 minute videotaped interaction. 
After the interaction, the support recipient for the first interaction completed the post-
interaction mood checklist (DACL: Lubin, 196S), the measure of received support (ISS: Cutrona, 
1996a, 1996b), and answered three questions regarding how satisfied be or she was with die 
interaction. A second interaction was dien conducted in which die roles were reversed. Therefore 
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each spouse was a support provider and recipient. These procedures are graphically summarized in 
Figure 1. 
Hypodieses 
A general statement of the hypotheses for this study is that the macro codes will be more 
strongly related to the pre-interaction variables, and will more strongly predict the post-interaction 
variables than the micro codes. The macro codes will be more strongly related to the pre-interaction 
variables marital satisfaction, depression, and perceived spousal support dum the micro codes. 
Although these variables are measured before the interaction, 1 believe that the measures of the 
emotional tone or climate of the relationship (macro codes) will be more strongly related to these 
important marital variables than the measures of discrete behaviors (micro code). In particular, 1 
predict that the macro codes of warmth and listener responsiveness will have a positive relationship 
with marital satis&ction and perceived spousal support, and will have a negative relationship with 
depression. Hostility will have a negative relationship with marital satisfiKtion and perceived spousal 
support, and a positive relationship with depression. Determining the most strongly related codes 
could be usefid for future studies using longitudinal designs to predict marital satisfaction or 
perceived spousal support. 
In addition, the macro codes will predict the post-interaction mood of support recipients, their 
received spousal support, and their satisfaction with the interaction better than the micro codes. 
Specifically, more warmth and listener responsiveness will predict more positive post-interaction 
moods, and hostility will predict more negative post-interaction moods. More warmth and listener 
responsiveness will predict more received spousal support and more positive interaction satisfiKtion. 
More hostility will predict lower received spousal support and more negative interaction satisfaction. 
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Greeting 
ovij 
1 
ng 
Pr sion of childcare if needed 
Bodi spouses complete 
Pre-Interaction Self-Report Data: Marital Satisfaction, Depression, Perceived Spousal Support 
1 
Spouses separated; Given randomly assigned 
interaction instructions 
I 
Support Recipient (Spouse #1), Listener (Spouse #2) 
1 
10 Minute Interaction 
1 
Support Recipient completes 
Post-Interaction Self-Report Data: Mood, Interaction Satisfaction, Received Spousal Support 
1 
Sep^ed: Each spouse instructed for other role 
Su^ort Recipient (Spouse #2), Listener (Spouse #1) 
Post-Interaction Self-Report Data: Mood. Interaction Satisfi«tion, Received Spousal Support 
Figure 1. Session flowsheet. 
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RESULTS 
Descriptive Statistics 
A total of 170 participants, or 85 couples, completed the study. Informatioii from diree 
couples was not usable due to the poor recording quality of their interactions. This left 164 
participants for a total of 82 couples with complete and usable information. The groups from the two 
universities were compared using independent samples t-tests to insure that it was pemissible to 
combine them into one participant group. The two samples were compared on the following 
variables: age, year in school, number of years married, number of children, and whether or not it 
was their first marriage. The two samples did not differ on the ^ve variables and were combined 
into one sample. 
Means and standard deviations for demographic variables were computed for the full sample. 
In addition, frequencies were computed for year in school, number of children, and if it was the first 
marriage. Ranges were computed for age and years mairied. Table 1 summarizes diese findings. 
Table I. Means, Standard Deviations, and Frequencies for Participant Variables. 
sd 
Age 25.75 5.24 Range 18 to 51 
Year in School 
(l=Freshman, S=Graduate) 
4.05 1.21 Freshnum 5 
Sophomore 8 
Junior 9 
Senior 38 
Graduate Student 64 
Not a Student 35 
Number of Years Married 3.46 4.14 Range <1 to 24 
NumbCT of Children .66 1.02 None 98 
1 child 37 
2 children 22 
3 children 3 
4 children 2 
5 children 2 
First Maniage (Yes or No) 
N » 82 couples, 164 pvticipants total. 
96% Yes 
23 
The average participant was in the senior year of college or in graduate school about 25 years 
old, and had been married for the first time for approximately 3 years. Approximately 60 percent of 
participants reported having no children. 
Means and standard deviations were computed for all observational variables. Table 2 
presents means and standard deviations for the maao observational codes fi^m the Iowa Family 
Interaction Rating Scale (IFIRS; Melby et al., 1993). Scores reflect global ratings of listener 
responsiveness, warmth, and hostility in the couple interactions. The range for the macro codes was 1 
(not at all characteristic) to 9 (mainly characteristic). Most spouses provided listener responsiveness 
for their partners at a level beyond the midpoint, suggesting that the majority of spouses received a 
high level of responsiveness fi^om dieir partner while disclosing their problem. Warmth and hostility 
occurred at relatively low levels. 
In addition. Table 2 shows means and standard deviations for the Social Support Behavior 
Code (SSBC: Suhr, 1990; Cutrona & Suhr, 1992,1994), which provided a frequency count of each 
of six observed behavior categories (emotional support, esteem support, informational support, 
tangible support, attentiveness, and negative behaviors). The micro codes were counts of behaviors 
that fit the description for each type of support. The most frequently observed type of support was 
informational support. The least frequently observed was tangible support 
Table 2. Means and Standard Deviations for Observational Codn, 
SL Range 
Listener Responsiveness 
Wanntfa 
Hostility 
Microcodes 
5.91 
3.39 
2.55 
1.94 
2.27 
1.99 
1 to9 
lto9 
lto9 
Esteem Support 
Information Support 
Negative Behaviors 
Emotional Support 
Tangible Support 
Attentiveness 
2.70 
1.77 
16.02 
.85 
9.50 
1.94 
3.23 
2.26 
8.75 
1.54 
8.08 
4.09 
Oto21 
Oto 16 
Oto43 
Oto 10 
0 to44 
Oto 32 
N » 82 couples, 164 participants total. 
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Table 3 shows the ranges, means, and standard deviations for the pre-interaction and post-
interaction self-repott data. The majority of participants reported high marital satisfaction, relatively 
low depression, and tended to perceive their spouses as quite supportive. Following the interaction, 
most spouses experienced a relatively good mood, were generally satisfied with the interaction, and 
felt moderately supported dieir spouse during the interaction. Again, post-interaction mood was 
coded so that the higher the score the more negative the person's mood. 
Table 3. Means and Standard IDeviations for Pre-lnteraction and Post-Interaction Variables. 
Pre-lnteraction 
Marital Satisfaction 115.06 13.00 0 to 151 
Depression 6.99 5.73 0to67 
Perceived Spousal Support 83.44 8.39 0to96 
Post-Interaction 
Negative Mood 9.17 4.96 0to34 
Interaction Satisfaction 3.88 .87 1 to 5 
Received Spousal SuDDort 60.87 8.72 0to80 
N = 82 couples, 164 participants total. 
Reliability Analyses 
Cronbach's alpha coefficients were computed for all self-report measures. Table 4 displays 
this information. All self-report measure alphas were moderately high to high and were similar to the 
alphas reported for these measures in previous studies. Inter-rater reliability was computed for the 
macro and micro observational codes. Intraclass correlations for the micro observational codes were 
computed for two independent observers who bodi coded 23 interactions. The intraclass coirelations 
for the macro observational codes were computed using two independent observers' judgments of 48 
interactions. Table S presents the intraclass conelations. The intraclass correlations for die miao 
codes were somewhat higher dian those of the macro codes. The intraclass correlations for both 
observational methods of measurement were approximalely equal to those reported in previous 
studies that used these measures. 
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Table 4. Alphas for Pre and Post-Interaction Measures. 
Variable Cronbach's Aloha 
Pre-Interaclion 
Dyadic Adjustment Scale .90 
(Marital Satisfaction) 
Beck Depression Inventory .79 
(Depressive Symptoms) 
Social Provisions Scale—Total .87 
(Perceived Spousal Support) 
SPS subscales; 
Perceived Reliable Alliance .59 
Perceived Attachment .83 
Perceived Guidance .59 
Perceived Social Integration .77 
Perceived Reassurance of Worth .83 
Post-Interaction 
Interaction Satisfaction .89 
(3 questions) 
Depression Adjective Checklist .66 
(Negative Mood) 
Interaction Supportiveness Scale .84 
(Received Spousal Support) 
ISS subscales: 
Received Reliable Alliance .81 
Received Attachment .76 
Received Guidance .61 
Received Social Integration .44 
Received Reassurance of Worth .56 
N = 82 couples or 164 individuals. 
Table 5. Inter-rater Reliabilities for Macro and Micro Observational Codes. 
Variable 
1
 
1 U 
Macro = (48 interactions) 
Listener Responsiveness .57 
Wannth .69 
Hostility .85 
Micro = (23 interactions) 
Emodooal Support .95 
Esteem Support .90 
Infomatioiid Support .79 
Tangible Support .69 
Atmtiveness .99 
Nontive Behavior .77 
N » 82 couples or 164 individuals 
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Gender Effects 
Paired samples t-tests were performed comparing means for wives and husbands for all 
macro and micro codes. There were no significant differences. 
Correlations 
Correlations among all variables in the study were performed in order to discera patterns in 
the data. Importantly, the behaviors of all participants in this study cannot be assumed to be 
independent, because each participant was a member of a couple. In other words, the behaviors of the 
husband and wife within each couple are cotrelated due to the relationships themselves, with its 
unique norms and ways of behaving. These correlations create a positive bias, making it more likely 
that significant results will be found. In order to control for this positive bias, correlations and 
regressions were performed separately for each gender. Correlations are presented for both husbands 
and wives in each of the following tables. The correlations for husbands are presented beneath those 
for wives, and are in boldfaced type. 
Pre-Interaction Correlations 
Table 6 displays the correlations among the macro and micro codes for wives and husbands. 
For wives, listener responsiveness was significantly correlated with both warmth (positively) and 
hostility (negatively). Among the micro codes there was only one significant correlation, between 
esteem support and emotional support There were five significant correlations between macro and 
micro codes for wives. Warmth was moderately positively correlated with onotional support 
Listener responsiveness was weakly positively correlated with esteem support and moderately 
negatively correlated with negative bdiaviors. Hostility was weakly negatively correlated with 
esteem support and moderately positively cotrelated with negative behaviors. 
For husbands, turning first to the macro codes, listener reqixmsiveness was modentely 
cofrdated with wannth (positively) and with hostility (negatively). Among the micro codes 
emotional and esteem support were significantly positively coirelated. There was also a significantly 
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positive coirelation between infonnational suppoit and emotional support. Turning now to 
correlations between the macro and micro codes for husbands, esteem support and emotional support 
were both correlated positively with listener responsiveness and warmth. Tangible support was also 
significantly positively correlated with warmth. Finally, negative behaviors were negatively 
correlated with listener reqransiveness, and were positively correlated with hostility. Based on the 
correlations among warmth, emotional support, and esteem support, and between negative behaviors 
and hostility, for both wives and husbands it appears that some variables may assess the same or 
similar dimensions of behavior. These relationships will be examined by a commonality analysis, to 
be described following the rest of the correlations. 
Table 6. Correlations Among the Macro and Micro Codes for Wives and Husbands. 
LR WM HS EmS EsS TS IS A NB 
Macrocodes 
Listener Responsiveness (LR) 1.00 
Wannth(WM) .43*' 1.00 
Hostility (HS) 
Microcodes 
Emotional Siqjport (EmS) 
-.43*» 
-.52" 
.09 
M* 
-.19+ 
-.13 
.41" 
.40** 
1.00 
.12 
-.12 
1.00 
Esteem Support (EsS) .26* 
JI" 
.17 
.55** 
-.22* 
-.11 
.21* 
.51** 
1.00 
Tangible Support (TS) .05 
.12 
.15 
J7* 
.02 
.10 
-.06 
-.18+ 
-.19+ 
.02 
1.00 
Infonnational Support (IS) -.09 
-.02 
-.21+ 
-.03 
-.01 
.06 
-.03 
J2* 
.02 
.18+ 
.12 
-.m 
1.00 
Attentiveness (A) .04 
-.02 
-.13 
.03 
.07 
J0+ 
.01 
-.04 
.03 
-.09 
-.04 
-.01 
.00 
-.01 
1.00 
Negative Behaviors (NB) -.42** 
-.41** 
-.13 
-.10 
.5l** 
.62** 
.03 
-.14 
-.19+ 
-.10 
.10 
.04 
-.01 
-.02 
-.16 
.10 
1.00 
Note: + B<.10, *J2<.0S, **{{<.01 nd N = 82 couples, husbands' data boldftced. 
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Table 7 presents correlations among the pre-intaaction and post-interaction self-report 
variables for wives and husbands. For both wives and husbands, all of these variables were 
significantly coirelated in the expected direction. Marital satisfaction and perceived spousal support 
were very highly correlated for wives, and marital satisfiution was strongly correlated with both 
perceived spousal support and received spousal support for husbands. The wives' correlations were 
not significantly different fi-om the husbands' for the correlations in either Table 6 or 7. 
Table 7. Correlations Among the Pre-Interaction and Post-Interaction Variables for Wives and 
Husbands. 
Marital 
Satisfaction 
Depression Perceived 
Spousal 
Support 
Interaction 
Satisfaction 
Negative 
Mood 
Received 
Spousal 
Support 
Pre Interaction 
Marital Satisfaction 1.00 
Depression -.40** 1.00 
Perceived Spousal 
Support 
Post Interaction 
Interaction 
SatisfiKtion 
.80« 
.77** 
.48** 
.44** 
-.45** 
-.41** 
-.37** 
-.18+ 
1.00 
.37»* 
J9** 
1.00 
Negative Mood -.54** 
-J6** 
.50** 
.28** 
-.50** 
-.29** 
-.52** 
-J7* 
1.00 
Received 
Spousal Support 
.50** 
.«** 
-.31** 
-.13 
.45** 
.48** 
.74** 
.58** 
-.50** 
-JS** 
1.00 
Note: + B^.IO, *b<.OS, **b<.01 and N = 82 couples, husbands' data boldfked. 
Table 8 displ^s comlations between the macro codes and the pre-interaction variables for 
both wives and husbands. For wives, diere were two significant correlations. Listener responsiveness 
was positively correlated with both marital satisfiKtion and peiceived spousal suppoft biteraction 
salisfiKtion and received spousal suppoit, both post-interaction variables, were also highly conelated. 
For husbands, there were no significant conelatioas between the pre>interaction variables and the 
macrocodes. 
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Table 8. Correlations Between the Pre-Interaction Variables and the Macro Codes for Wives and 
Husbands. 
Listener Responsiveness Warmth Hostility 
Marital Satisfaction .31** .17 -.09 
.07 -.03 -.21+ 
Depression -.15 .01 .16 
.12 .02 -.08 
Perceived Spousal Support .23* .04 -.10 
-.09 -.08 -.06 
Note: + c<.IO, *p<.OS, **]2<.01 and N = 82 couples, husbands' data boldfaced. 
Table 9 presents correlations between the macro codes and die subscales of perceived spousal 
support for both wives and husbands. For wives, both guidance and reassurance of worth were 
significantly positively correlated with listener responsiveness. In addition, hostility and reassurance 
of worth were moderately negatively correlated. For husbands, there were no significant correlations 
between the macro codes and the subscales of perceived spousal support. 
Table 9. Correlations Between the Pre-Interaction Perceived Spousal Support Subscales and die 
Macro Codes for Wives and Husbands. 
Listener Responsiveness Warmth Hostility 
Reliable Alliance .16 -.01 -.04 
-.11 -.06 .04 
Guidance .24* .10 -.12 
-.10 .02 -.04 
Attachment .13 .07 .01 
-.10 -.04 -.03 
Social Integration .15 .08 -.13 
-.05 -.12 -.01 
Reassurance of Worth .3l*» .13 -.36** 
-.04 -.10 -.01 
Note: + B<.10, *B<.OS, **b<.01 and N 82 couples, husbands' data boldficed. 
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Turning next to the micro codes (see Table 10), for wives negative behaviors was the only 
micro code that was significantly conelated with the pre-interaction variables. Marital satisfaction 
and perceived spousal support both correlated significantly negatively with negative behaviors, and 
depression correlated significantly positively with negative behaviors. The highest of diese 
correlations was between marital satisfaction and negative behaviors. 
For husbands, information support was weakly positively correlated with both marital 
satisfaction and perceived spousal support Tangible support was weakly negatively correlated with 
perceived spousal support as well. 
Table 11 displays the correlations for both wives and husbands between the subscales of 
perceived spousal support and the micro codes. For wives, negative behaviors was the only micro 
code that was significantly correlated with subscales of perceived spousal support. There were weak 
negative coiielations between negative behaviors reassurance of worth, guidance, and social 
integration. 
For husbands, information support and tangible support were the most important micro codes. 
Information support was positively correlated with reassurance of worth. Information support was 
also significandy positively correlated with reliable alliance. In addition, tangible support was 
negatively correlated with reassurance of worth. 
Table 10. Correlations Between the Pre-lnteraction Variables and the Micro Codes for Wives and 
Husbands. 
Emotional 
Support 
Esteem 
Support 
Tangible 
Support 
Information 
Support 
Attentive 
-ness 
Negative 
Bduviors 
Marital Satisfaction .09 .17 .08 .01 -.07 -.3l** 
.02 .10 -.10 .26* -.10 -.13 
Depression .08 -.18+ -.04 -.08 .06 .28** 
.10 -.03 .18+ -.10 -.06 -.10^  
Perceived Spousal .09 .06 .16 .08 -.10 -.21* 
Support .10 .09 •J4* 21* .06 -.05 
Note: c<.10, *b<.OS, and N = 82 couples, husbnds' data boIdfiKed. 
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Table 11. Coirelations Between die Pre>lnteraction Perceived Spousal Support Subscales and the 
Micro Codes for Wives and Husbands. 
Emotional 
Support 
Esteem 
Support 
Tangible 
Support 
Information 
Support 
Attentive 
-ness 
Negative 
Behaviors 
Attachment .01 -.04 .12 .05 -.15 -.11 
.04 .02 -.13 .19+ -.06 .10 
Reassurance of Worth .08 .12 .11 -.01 -.11 -.27* 
.08 .13 -JO" J3** .05 -.07 
Reliable Alliance .18+ .08 .08 .05 -.05 -.14 
.10 .12 -.15 .27" .09 -.01 
Guidance .13 .09 .21+ .04 -.07 -.27* 
.11 .12 -.11 .12 .03 .01 
Social Integration .03 .09 .14 .04 .07 -.22* 
.01 .06 -.20 .20+ .02 -.08 
Note; + S<. 10, *q<.OS, **p<.01 and N = 82 couples, husbands' data boldfaced. 
Post-Interaction Correlations 
For wives, there was a weak positive conelation between warmth and post-interaction 
satisfaction (see Table 12). In addition, listener responsiveness was moderately positively correlated 
with interaction satisfaction and received spousal support, and weakly negatively correlated with 
negative behaviors. For husbands, listener responsiveness was positively correlated with received 
spousal suppoit and warmth was unexpectedly positively correlated with negative mood. In addition, 
hostility was negatively correlated with received spousal support 
Table 12. Correlations Between the Macro Codes and the Post-Interaction Variables for Wives and 
Husbands. 
Interaction Satisfaction Negative Mood Received Spousal Support 
Listener Responsiveness .35" -.25* .30** 
.12 -.05 .29** 
Wannth .24* .03 .15 
-.03 .14 
Hostility -.09 .10 -.18 
-.13 .01 
Note: + FI<.10, *b*:.OS, **i2<.01 and N - 82 couples, husbands' data boldfaced. 
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Table 13 presents correlations between the macro codes and received spousal support 
subscales. For wives, listener responsiveness correlated positively at a moderate level with 
attachment. In addition, warmth conelated positively, though weakly, with both guidance and 
reassurance of worth. Finally, hostility correlated weakly negatively with social integration. 
For husbands, warmth correlated positively with reUable alliance, guidance and reassurance 
of worth. Listener responsiveness correlated positively with attachment. Finally, hostility correlated 
negatively with attachment. 
Table 13. Correlations Between the Post-Interaction Received Spousal Support Subscales and the 
Macro Codes for Wives and Husbands. 
Listener Responsiveness Warmth Hostility 
Reliable Alliance .02 .06 -.OS 
.19+ .01 
Guidance .08 .23* -.09 
.05 .23* -.13 
Attachment .33** .17 -.14 
JI** .10 -.26* 
Social Integration .19^ .15 -.22* 
.11 .09 -.13 
Reassurance of Worth .14 .25* -.06 
-,01 .UL -.03 
Note: + ]2<.10, *c<.05, **i2<.01 and N = 82 couples, husbands' data boldfaced. 
Turning next to correlations between the micro codes and post-interaction variables for 
wives, negative behaviors was again the most important micro code. Negative behaviors were 
moderately negatively correlated with both interaction satisftction and received spousal support (see 
Table 14). Negative behaviors were alio weakly positively correlated with negative mood. In 
addition, tangible support was significantly positively correlated widi both interaction satisftction and 
received spousal support for wives. 
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Coireladons between the micro codes and post-interaction variables show that, for husbands, 
infonnational suppoit and negative behaviors were most consistently correlated with the post-
interaction variables (see Table 14). Information support was positively correlated with both 
interaction satisfaction and received spousal suppoit. Negative behaviors were negatively correlated 
with both interaction satisfaction and with received spousal support. 
Table 14. Correlations Between the Micro Codes and the Post-Interaction Variables for Wives and 
Husbands. 
Interaction 
Satisfaction 
Negative Mood Received 
Spousal Support 
Emotional Support .14 -.01 .07 
.17 .10 .15 
Esteem Support .17 .12 .02 
.13 -.02 J1+ 
Tangible Support .23* -.09 .32** 
-.16 J1+ .03 
Informational Support .02 -.06 -.03 
M** -J(H- J6* 
Attentiveness .05 -.06 .04 
.08 -.02 -.17 
Negative Behaviors -.31« .25* -.40»* 
-M* -.06 -.24* 
Note: +12<. 10, *i!<.OS, **p<.01 and N = 82 couples, husbands' data boldfaced. 
Table IS shows the micro codes' correlations widi the subscales of received spousal support 
for wives and husbands. For wives, tangible suppoit was significantly cotrelated with all of the 
subscales. Negative behaviors were weakly negatively correlated with guidance, social integration, 
and attachment. There were four significant correlations with the micro codes for husbnds. 
Tangible support was positively correlated with both reliable alliance and guidance. Esteem support 
was positively correlated with attachment, and negative behaviors were coirelated negatively with 
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Table IS. Coneladons Between the Post-Interaction Received Spousal Support Subscales and the 
Micro Codes for Wives and Husbands. 
Emotional 
Support 
Esteem 
Support 
Tangible 
Support 
Information 
Support 
Attentive-
ness 
Negative 
Behaviors 
Attachment .06 .01 .23*» -.08 .03 -.34** 
.18 -.04 .25* -.15 -.22* 
Reassurance .03 .06 .23»* -.16 -.02 -.06 
ofWorth .06 .08 .05 -.03 -.01 -.08 
Reliable 
00 p
 -.13 .45»» -.04 -.07 -.16 
Alliance -.06 .03 .40** -.05 -.10 -.10 
Guidance .04 -.17 .32** -.08 -.06 -.22* 
-.04 .14 .28* -.03 -.05 .01 
Social .01 -.01 .29" -.06 -.14 -.26» 
Integration .13 .07 -.02 .17 -.09 -.10 
Note; + B<.IO, *]2<.0S, **p<.01 and N = 82 couples, husbands' data boldfaced. 
Commonality Analyses 
There were relatively strong coirelations between several of the macro and micro codes for 
both wives and husbands (see Table 6). For wives, the macro code, warmth, was moderately 
positively correlated with the micro code, emotional support. For husbands, the macro code, wannth, 
and the micro codes, emotional suppon and esteem support, were moderately positively correlated. 
In addition, the macro code, hostility, and the micro code, negative behaviors, were moderately 
positively correlated for both wives and husbands. These relationships between die micro and macro 
codes motivated analyses to discern how much overlap there was between the micro and macro codes 
in predicting the relationship and interaction outcome variables. This concept is called commonality 
(Pedhazur & SchmeUdn, 1991; Jemstedt, 1980). If the two methods of observational measurement 
were found to share a sufBdently high propoction of the variance in relationship nd interaction 
outcome measures, then any ftuther analyses would be redundant because the codes would largely be 
nMasuring the same diing. Table 16 shows the results of the commonality analysis for wives, and 
Table 17 shows the resuitt of the commonality analysis for husbands. 
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As shown in the conmionality analysis tables, the two methods of observational measurement 
showed relatively little overlap in the variance they explained in the relationship and interaction 
outcome variables. Indeed, the amount of overlap is low enough to serve as evidence of discriminant 
validity for the two measures. In addition for both wives and husbands, the unique variance 
explained by the macro codes was small when compared to the unique variance explained by die 
microcodes. 
The macro codes failed to predict any of the pre-interaction variables or the outcome 
variables. However, the micro codes significantly and uniquely explained wives' received spousal 
suppoft. hi addition, the micro codes significantly predicted husbands' post-intCTaction satisfaction. 
Table 16. Commonality Analysis for Wives. 
Total R^ Unique to R^ Unique to Explained 
Macrocodes Microcodes Variance 
Common to Both 
Pr^ipwrKiiw WftippslHPS 
Marital Satisfaction .195+ .045 .092 .058 
Perceived Spousal Support .156 .040 .095 .021 
Depression .176+ .018 .092 .066 
Post-Interaction Predictions 
Interaction Satisfaction .271 .049 .137+ .085 
Received Spousal Support .342** .020 .244** .078 
Post-intCTaction Nesative Mood .151 .047 .067 .037 
Note: + B<.10, •b<.05, ••p<.01 and N = 82 wives. 
Table 17. Commonality Analysis for Husbands. 
Total R' Unique to R^ Unique Explained 
Macrocodes to Micro Vviance Common 
Codes to Both 
Pff-lnwnctiOT RtlitigMhip? 
Marital SatisfiKtion .150 .044 .093 .013 
Perceived Spousal Suppoit .158 .033 .125 .000 
Depression .129 .012 .114 .003 
Post-Interaction Predictions 
Interaction SatisfiKtion .235' .005 .207** .023 
Received Spousal Suppoit .223* .034 .127+ .062 
Post-interaction Negative Mood .206* .086+ 111 .009 
Note: B<.10, *s<.OS, **b<.01 and N - 82 hustMnds. 
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Tests of Hypotheses 
The analyses testing the hypotheses were also conducted separately by gender. Regressions 
examining the relationship between the macro and micro codes and pre-interaction and post-
interaction variables for wives are presented first, followed by those for the husbands. 
Pre-interaction Regressions for Wives 
1 predicted that perceived spousal support, marital satisfaction, and depression would be more 
strongly related to the macro codes than to the micro codes. Results were not consistent with this 
prediction. Turning first to marital satisfaction, the micro code, negative behaviors, showed the only 
significant relation, such that the more marital satisfaction wives reported, the fewer negative 
behaviors they received from their husbands (see Table 18). 
Table 18. Macro and Miao Codes in Relation to Marital Satisfaction for Wives. 
Variable Chiingf R- Ch«ng?F Final Standardized 
Beta 
£bcU 
Microcodes 
Emotional Support .01 .96 .07 .37 
Esteem Support .03 2.22 .12 1.01 
Tangible Support .02 1.27 .12 1.17 
Informational Support .00 .00 .01 .01 
Attentiveness .00 .16 -.13 1.28 
Negative Behavior .10 8.39 -.32 5.76» 
Mscrpcodfs 
Listena Responsiveness .03 2.26 .24 3.10+ 
Warmth .00 .12 -.03 .05 
Hostility .02 1.72 .17 1.72 
Note: + g<.10, •b<.05, ••b.<.01 and N = 82 wives, R = .195 
There were no statistically significant relationships between the observational codes and pre-
interaction perceived spousal support for wives (see Table 19). In die regression testing the 
relationship between wives' depression and the observational codes only one variable attained 
statistical significance (see Table 20). The micro negative behavior code was significantly negatively 
related to wives'depression. Themoredepression wives reported, the more likely their husband was 
to behave negatively toward them during the interaction. 
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Table 19. Macro and Micro Codes in Relation to Pre-Interacdon Perceived Spousal Support for 
Wives. 
Variftbif Chanae R^ Change F Final Standardized Ebcci 
Beta 
Microcodes 
Emotional Support .00 .24 .11 .77 
Esteem Support .00 .16 .12 .02 
Tangible Support .03 2.79 .20 3.00+ 
Informational Support .00 .34 .04 .12 
Attentiveness 01 88 - 18 2.55 
Negative Behavior .06 5.37 -.23 2.96+ 
Macrocodes 
Listener Responsiveness .02 1.51 .23 2.90+ 
Warmth .02 1.65 -.17 1.49 
Hostility .00 .28 .07 .28 
Note: +B<.10, •b<.05, ••^<.01 andN = 82 wives, R^ = .156 
Table 20. Macro and Micro Codes in Relation to Depression for Wives. 
vanrt>l? ChanneR^ Change F Final Standardized Ebcm 
Beta 
Microcodes 
Emotional Support .02 1.65 .10 .71 
Esteem Support .04 3.52 -.16 1.87 
Tangible Support .01 .56 -.10 .85 
Infofmational Support .00 .32 -.03 .06 
Attentiveness .01 .67 .16 2.04 
Negative Behavior .08 7.10 .27 4.03* 
Macrocodes 
Listener Responsiveness .00 .29 -.12 .82 
Warmth .01 1.28 .16 1.27 
Hostility .00 .00 .01 .00 
Note; + ii<.10, 'ly^.OS, ••i}<.01 and N = 82 wives, = .176 
Post-Interaction Regressions for Wives 
Only one observational code was a significant predictor when wives' data were analyzed 
predicting post-interaction negative mood (see Table 21). The micro code, negative behavior, 
predicted negative mood after the interaction, such that the more negative behaviors the wives 
received fiom their husbnds, die more negative their mood was afterward. 
The macro codes did not significantly predict received spousal support for wives. Howeva, 
the micro codes, tangible support and negative behaviors, significantly predicted post-interaction 
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lepoits of how much support participants received (see Table 22). The more tangible support wives 
received, the more supported they felt. The more negative behaviors the wives received, the less 
supported they felt. 
Finally, for wives, tangible support and negative behaviors significantly predicted post-
interaction satisfaction (see Table 23). The more tangible support a wife received from her husband, 
the more satisfied she was with the interaction. The more negative behaviors she received from her 
husband, the less satisfied she was with the interaction. 
Table 21. Macro and Micro Codes Predicting Post-Interaction Negative Mood for Wives. 
Change R' ' Change F Final Standardized Ebcu 
Beta 
Microcodes 
Emotional Support .00 .00 -.04 .12 
Esteem Support .02 1.44 -.10 .66 
Tangible Support .01 1.00 -.15 1.61 
Informatiotial Support .00 .03 .01 .01 
Attentiveness .00 .19 .04 .13 
Negative Behavior .07 6.02 .27 3.97* 
MsffpCod?? 
Listener Re^nsiveness .01 1.12 -.23 2.87+ 
Warmth .03 2.37 .20 2.12 
Hostility .01 .53 -.10 .53 
Note: +E<.10, 'ly^.OS, ••g<.01 andN = 82 wives, R^ = .151. 
Table 22. Macro and Miao Codes Predicting Post-Interaction Received Spousal Support for Wives. 
Variable chwwR' ChangeF Final Standardized Ebm 
Beta 
Microcodes 
Emotional Support .00 .36 .13 1.33 
Esteem Support .00 .01 -.04 .12 
Tangible Support .10 9.13 .37 12.72« 
Informational Support .00 .25 -.08 .58 
Attentiveness .00 .13 -.06 .40 
Negative Behavior .21 22.62 -.48 15.48** 
Macrocodes 
Listener Responsiveness .01 .79 .16 1.64 
Waranh .01 .76 -.10 .66 
Hostility .01 .65 .10 .65 
Note: + fi<. 10, •b<.05. 01 «nd N = 82 wives, R' = .342. 
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Table 23. Macro and Micro Codes Predicting Post-Interaction Satisfaction for Wives. 
Predictor Cbwgff Clmiigy F Final Standard!^ ST 
SSH 
Microcodes 
Emoti(HUil Support .02 1.55 .11 .84 
Esteem Support .02 1.59 .12 1.13 
Tangible Support .07 6.40 .28 6.46» 
Informational Support .00 .00 .02 .03 
Attentiveness .00 .25 -.03 .08 
Negative Behavior .11 10.09 -.34 7.12»» 
Macrocodes 
Listener Responsiveness .03 2.55 .23 3.27 
Warmth .00 .02 -.01 .00 
Hostility .02 2.22 .19 2.22 
Note: + B<.10, •B<.05, ••E<.01 and N = 82 wives, R = .271. 
Pre-lnteraction Regressions for Husbands 
Only informational support, a micro code, was significantly related to both marital 
satisfktion and perceived spousal support for husbands (see Tables 24 and 2S). The more marital 
satisfiiction a husband reported, the more likely he was to receive informational support from his 
spouse when be was the support recipient. Similarly, the more perceived spousal support a husband 
reported, the more likely he was to receive informational support from his spouse. There were no 
significant relationships between either set of observational codes and depression for husbands (see 
Table 26). 
Table 24. Macro and Miao Codes in Relation to Marital Satisfi^tion for Husbands. 
Variable l^"gT Chmge F Ffnfll Fbcu 
Pl|a 
Miaa£Qds 
Emotional Support .00 .03 -.09 .43 
Esteem Support .01 1.16 .13 .73 
Tangible Support .01 .83 -.01 .00 
Infonnational Support .06 5.06 .27 5.66* 
Attentivaiets .01 .74 -.04 .10 
Negative Behavior .01 1.12 .02 .03 
MMvCwkf 
Listena Reiponsiveoess .00 .04 -.08 .36 
Wamuh .00 .06 -.05 .14 
Hostility .04 3.64 -.29 3.64+ 
Note: + B<.10, V 05, ••b< 01 md N = 82 husbuds, R' = .150. 
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Table 25. Macro and Micro Codes in Relation to Pre-lnteraction Perceived Spousal Support for 
Husbands. 
Variable cimngp F Final Standardized 
Beta 
FBCII 
Microcodes 
Emotional Support .01 .80 .04 .08 
Esteem Support .00 .15 .10 .50 
Tangible Support .05 4.36 -.13 1.04 
Informational Support .05 4.81 .24 4.44» 
Attendveness .00 .46 .12 1.06 
Negative Behavior .00 .08 .00 00 
M«fr9C9<ks 
Listener Responsiveness .01 1.14 -.20 2.17 
Warmth .00 .14 -.07 .21 
Hostility .02 1.62 -.20 1.62 
Note: + B<.IO, •jK.OS. ••^<.01 and N = 82 husbands, =157 
Table 26. Macro and Micro Codes in Relation to Depression for Husbands-
V a r i a b l e C h a n y e R '  C h a n g e  F  F i n a l  S t a n d a r d i z e d  Fb«. 
&£li 
Microcodes 
Emotional Support .01 .89 .22 2.56 
Esteem Support .01 .80 -.10 .44 
Tangible Support .05 3.92 .22 3.02+ 
Inforaiational Support .01 .78 -.12 .99 
Attendveness .00 .46 -.07 .37 
Negative Behavior .04 3.03 -.27 2.99+ 
Macrocodes 
Listener Responsiveness .00 .00 .05 .14 
Warmth .01 .49 -.10 .43 
Hostility .01 .53 .11 .53 
Note: + B<.10, •p<.05, ••e<.01 and N = 82 husbands, R^ =. 129. 
Post-lntoaction Regressions for Husbands 
The regressions for the husbands-only data produced the only result with a macro code 
significantly predicting an outcome variable. The macro code, warmth, significantly predicted 
husbands' moods after being support recipients (see Table 27). However, this was in the opposite 
direction fiom die prediction. The more warmth a husband received fiom his wife, die worse his 
mood was after the interacdon. None ofthe mien) codes were significant predictors of husbands' 
pott>ioteiaction moods. 
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None of the maao codes significandy predicted received spousal support for husbands. 
However, informational support, a micro code, significantly predicted husbands' report of received 
spousal support (see Table 28). The more information a husband received from his wife, the more 
supported he felt. Informational support was also the only observational code that predicted 
husbands' interaction satisfaction (see Table 29). The more supported husbands felt the more 
satisfied they were with die interaction. 
Table 27. Macro and Micro Codes Predicting Post-Interaction Negative Mood for Husbands-
Variable Change R Change F Final Standardized Fbcu 
Sssi 
Micro Codes 
Emotional Suppoit .02 1.22 .21 2.53 
Esteem Support .01 .79 -.22 2.37 
Tangible Support .06 5.14 .15 1.60 
Infomiational Support .03 2.85 -.17 2.34 
Attentiveness .00 .03 -.04 .13 
Negative Behaviors .00 .29 -.16 1.45 
Macro Codes 
Listener Responsiveness .03 2.57 -.20 2.08 
Warmth .05 5.06 .32 5.11* 
Hostility .00 .20 .07 .20 
Note: + E<.10, •^<•05, and N = 82 husbands, = .206. 
Table 28. Macro and Micro Codes Predicting Post-Interaction Received Spousal Support for 
Husbands. 
Variable Change R' Change F Final Standardized fZT 
Bfii 
Microcodes 
Emotional Support .02 1.91 -.01 .00 
Esteem Support .02 1.64 .04 .06 
Tangible Suppoit .00 .05 .05 .16 
Infoimational Support .08 6.69 .32 8.26** 
Attentiveness .02 1.64 -.11 1.08 
Negative Behavior .05 4.18 -.09 .47 
MKrvCodcf 
Listener Responsiveness .02 2.10 .12 .82 
Wvmtb .00 .31 .07 .25 
Hostility .01 .72 -.13 .72 
Note: + B<.10, •b<.05, ••jfC.Ol and N = 82 husbands, R' - .223. 
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Table 29. Macro and Micro Codes Predicting Post-Interaction Satisfaction for Husbands. 
Variable Change R^ ChanaeF Finjl $^dv4i7ed 
Beta 
Ebcu 
Microcodes 
Emotional Support .03 2.45 .06 .24 
Esteem Support .00 .15 .03 .05 
Tangible Support .02 1.67 -.06 .28 
Informational Support .11 9.73 .35 9.99** 
Attentiveness .01 .87 .12 1.30 
Negative Behavior 06 5 57 -23 2.82+ 
Macrocodes 
Listener Responsiveness .00 .19 .06 .17 
Warmth .00 .25 -.07 .25 
Hostility .00 .00 -.00 .00 
Note: + B<. 10, •e< 05, 'V 01 and N = 82 husbands, = .235. 
Sununaiy of Oi£ferences Between Wives and Husbands 
Wives. In general, for wives the micro code, negative behaviors, was the most consistently 
related to the pre-interaction variables. The maao codes were not significantly related to any prc-
interaction variables. The micro codes, negative behavior and tangible support, were most predictive 
of post-interaction variables for wives. Again, none of the macro codes were significantly predictive. 
Husbands. The micro code, informational support, was most consistently related to the pre-
interaction variables for husbands. Tlie more marital satisfaction and perceived spousal support that a 
husband reported, die more likely he was to receive informational support &om his wife during the 
interaction. 
Turning next to predictors of post-interaction variables, informatioiul support was the best 
predictor of the post-interaction variables for husbands. The more informational support a husband 
received from his wife, the more likely he was to feel supported and satisfied with the interaction. 
The only macro code that was a significant predictor was wannth, in predicting post interaction 
negative mood. However, it was in the opposite direction fixnn the predicticm. The more wannth a 
husband received from his wife, the worse his mood was after the interaction. Table 30 summarizes 
die differences in findings for the gender stratified regressions. 
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Table 30. Summaiy of Observational Codes with Significant Results in Gender Stratified 
Regressions. 
Pre-lnteraction Variables 
Marital Satisfaction Negative Bdiaviors (micro) Informational Support (micro) 
Perceived Spousal Support None Informational Support (micro) 
Dqpression Negative Behaviors (micro) None 
Post-Interaction Variables 
Negative Mood Negative Behaviors (micro) Warmth (macro) 
Received Spousal Support Negative Behaviors & 
Tangible Suppon (miao) 
Informational Support (micro) 
Interaction Satisfaction Negative Behaviors & 
Tangible Support (micro) 
Informational Suppon (micro) 
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DISCUSSION 
This exploratoiy study compared the predictive utility of two observational measurement 
methods for assessing impoitant behaviors related to marital social support. The main hypotheses of 
the study were that the macro coding system would be more strongly related to the pre-interaction 
variables than the micro coding system and would predict the post-interaction variables better than 
the micro coding system. These hypotheses were based on the belief that the macro codes measured 
behaviors that were more salient to couples' marital satisfaction and judgments of spousal support. 
However, the results of this study did not support these hypodieses. 
There was only one result in which a macro code predicted better than the micro codes. 
Warmth predicted husbands' post-interaction mood better than any micro code. However, this result 
was in die opposite direction from the prediction. The more warmth a husband received from his 
spouse while he was the support recipient, the worse his mood was after the interaction ended. A 
possible explanation for diis finding is that if a spouse has been dealing with a problematic situation 
and has a partner who responds warmly and attentively, then the spouse may be more likely to delve 
into the problematic aspects of the situation. If so, the spouse's mood may worsen, at least 
temporarily, due to fitting the negative emotions elicited by a more detailed exploration of the 
problem. It may be that husbands are less likely to discuss the details of problematic issues in their 
lives, unless they have a warm person listening to them. 
The concept of perceived understanding may also be related to this finding. Perceived 
understanding is the feeling that one has successfully communicated something to another person. 
When people achieve perceived understnding. diey tend to continue to interact and to delve deeper 
into their discussions (Cahn, 1981,1984, 1990; Cahn & Shuhnan, 1984). It is possible that waimth 
from a partner increases the likeUhood that people feel understood, which in turn increases the 
Ukelihood diat they will continue to discuss their problems. 
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As stated above, the micro codes were more useful than the macro codes for predicting the 
post-interaction variables, with the exception of husbands' post-interaction mood. For wives, the 
negative behaviors they received from their husbands were most important in their judgments of how 
supported they felt by their husbands. As noted previously in the literature review, negative 
behaviors between spouses have more impact on the quality of the marriage than positive behaviors 
(Cutrona, 1996a; Gottman, 1979). For husbands, getting good information or advice from their wives 
was most likely to help them feel supported. 
These results may be explained by differences in the coping strategies used by women and 
men. Many studies have found diat women tend to use emotion-focused coping strategies 
(exploration of feelings associated with the stressor) and men tend to use problem-focused coping 
strategies (search for solutions) (Sahu &. Misra, 1995; Ptacek, Smith & Zanas, 1992; Bruder-Mattson 
& Hovanitz, 1990). Therefore, receiving negative behaviors from their husbands thwarted wives' 
attempts at emotion exploration. For husbands, the emotional positivity and negativity of the 
behaviors received from dieir wives were less important than solution-based behaviors. 
Another interesting finding is that the two observational measurement systems appear to tap 
somewhat different aspects of marital interaction. There was little overlap between the macro 
(IFIRS) and micro (SSBC) codes in the variance they explained in the pre-interaction and post-
interaction variables. Therefore, they appear to be measuring different behaviors and relationship 
dimensions. The nonverbal components of the interactions that the macro codes were designed to 
take into account may be the most important difference in what the two measures assess. >^>parendy, 
the macro codes were including infonnation from the nonvert»al realm of communication that the 
micro codes, with their reliance on verbal content, missed. However, based on die results of this 
study, that infonnation was not useful when making importwt predictions about marital social 
support variables. 
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Methodological Limitations 
Several methodological limitations of the study should be considered. First, the 
generalizability of the findings is limited due to a relatively homogenous sample. This study looked 
only at interactions of heterosexual married college students. More information is needed about gay 
and lesbian committed relationships, as well as cohabiting and dating couples. The sample was also 
constrained due to a fairly narrow range of educational levels, and due to the fact that the majority of 
the couples were newly married. 
Second, the study examined only brief interactions without follow-up data. It may be that 
outcome variables assessed later would produce more useful information about marital social support 
processes. For example, perhaps the two observational measurement codes would perform better in 
predicting marital satisfaction or depression a year from the time of measurement. 
Third, participation in this study was based solely on participants' decisions to cooperate in 
the study. Nothing is known about potential participants who declined to be involved in the study. It 
is possible that this group of people differs in an important way from the group who did agree to 
participate. For example, it may be that those couples who were unhappy or unsatisfied with their 
marriages chose not to paiticipate. 
Fourth, the codes chosen for use from the IFIRS may have been too few or too simple. There 
may be other codes that would be noore predictive, either by themselves or in combination with 
others. Research utilizing this scale to study marital phenomena has used more codes or has used 
combinations of codes from this system (Conger, Reuter, A, Elder, 1999; Matthews, Wickrama & 
Conger, 1996; Simons et al., 1992). For example, several studies have combined listener 
responsiveness and warmth into one index of benevolent attentiveness. CXhers have combined 
several other codes from the scale into an index of relational positivity and another group of codes 
into an index of relational negativity (Melby, et aL, 199S. In addition, the macro codes were 
developed for use in coding longer interactions than those used in this study. The interactions for die 
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present study lasted for 10 minutes, but the naarital interactions for which the IFIRS was created 
lasted for 30 minutes. Perhaps a longer sample of the behaviors is needed to maximize the predictive 
utility of the IFIRS codes. 
Fifth, there was no analysis of the impact of the type of stressor the couples discussed. In 
other words, there may have been important differences in participants' sense of being supported due 
to the nature of the stressful situation that spouses chose to discuss with their partners (Cutrona & 
Russell, 1990; Cutrona, 1996a). For example, if a spouse discussed a stressor with very serious 
personal consequences, versus a stressor that had relatively litde personal impact or importance, it 
may be that the predictive usefulness of the behaviors measured during the interaction would differ. 
Perhaps an emotional climate of warm, accepting attentiveness is more important when people are 
delving into very consequential personal issues or problems. 
Finally, anothCT methodological limitation of the study involves the lower inter-rater 
reliability of the macro codes of listener responsiveness and warmth. Despite acceptable levels for 
the macro codes' inter-rater reliability, the inter-rater reUabilities for the micro codes were generally 
higher. This increased the likelihood of finding significant relationships using the micro codes versus 
the macro codes. 
Predictive Utility 
The most striking result of this study was the lack of predictive utility of either type of 
observational measure. Although there were a handful of significant associations, the two 
observational methods explained very little variance in die variables of interest. Neitha" method 
predicted how satisfied spouses fdt with the support they received from their partners. In addition, 
neither method had predictive validity for predicting how supported spouses felt. And neither 
observational method showed a consistently significant relationship to die variables of marital 
satisftction, pacetved supportiveness of the partner, or level of depression. Obviously, the behaviors 
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observed and judged with these two methods are largely unrelated to the behaviors or processes that 
couples actually use in making their own judgments about suppoitiveness. 
It may be that spouses base judgments of suppoitiveness on their overall level of marital 
satisfaction and the accimiulation of past experiences of being supported by their spouses, rather than 
moment-to-moment interactions with their spouses (Fincham & Bradbury, 1990). That is, spouses 
may give current behavior less weight when making these judgments. From this perspective, couples 
with high marital satisfaction may tend to overlook brief non-supportive interactions and continue to 
perceive each other as generally supportive. In keeping with this explanation, there was a very high 
correlation between pre-interaction marital satisfaction and perceptions of how much support 
participants received during the interaction, regardless of what they actually received during the 
interaction. 
The attributions spouses make about their partners' supportive behavior may also have an 
impact on judgments of supportiveness. Indeed, work by some researchers (Bradbury &, Fincham, 
1992; Fincham & Bradbury, 1990) suggests that a spouse's attribution about die intent or motivation 
behind his or her partner's behavior is an important determinant of whether or not the behavior is 
evaluated as being supportive. Thus, the behavior alone does not determine perceived support, but 
the interpretation of the behavior's cause must also be taken into account. 
One aspect of evaluations made about a spouse's behavior is the relative equality or lack 
diereof perceived between one spouse's support behavior versus the other spouse's support behavior. 
For example, one study examined this aspect of interactions and found that if couples noted a 
disparity in their levels of support for each other, they were more likely to have lower marital 
satisftction dun if support levels were more equal (Johnson & Bradbury. 1999). 
Finally, the level of depression reported by these couples was relatively low, while the level 
of marital satisfiKtion aid perccived spousal support was relatively high. In other words, diese 
couples were not in distress at the time of the study. It may be that analyses compaiiiig these macro 
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and micro observational methods would be more productive if both distressed and non-distressed 
couples were assessed. Furthennore, in future studies it would be interesting to do an analysis on the 
effect (if any) of who goes first as support recipient. It may be that a spouse modifies the amount or 
type of support he or she gives to the other, if he or she felt particularly supported or unsupported as 
die first support recipient. 
Based on the results of this study, one thing is perfectly clear. Brief behavioral observations 
of non-conflict interactions are not likely to yield useful information about long-terai relationships. 
As stated previously, most prior marital research has focused on conflict interactions. Conflictual 
interactions may lead couples to shed their public behavior for the more realistic behaviors they 
display when caught up in the moment If so, diese behaviors may provide a richer understanding of 
marital social support processes. Also, as many researchers suggest (Bradbury & Kamey, 1993), 
longitudinal research focusing on long-term outcomes of important noarital processes is most likely to 
produce informative and useful results. For future research, the most advantageous use of 
observational methods of measuring marital social support may be to combine them with self-report 
measures of marital satisfaction and perceived spousal support. Alone, the observational behavior 
samples used in this study did not predict important marital outcomes well. It may be that the 
combination of self-report and observational data will produce the most reliable and valid 
understanding of these marital processes (Melby et al., 199S). 
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APPENDIX A: SELF-REPORT MEASURES 
Demoiyaphic Questions 
Participants were asked to provide the following information: age, gender, number of 
years married, number of children, year in school, occupation, and whether or not 
this was their first marriage. 
Measures Administered Before Supportive Interaction 
Dyadic Adjustment Scale fSoanier & Filsinaer. 1983) 
Participants were asked to indicate their approximate extent of agreement or 
disagreement between themselves and their partner for each item, using the indicated scales. 
5-always agree 4-ahnost 3-occasionally 2-frequently 1-almost 0-always 
always agree disagree disagree always 
disasree 
disagree 
1. Handling family finances 
2. Matters of recreation 
3. Religious matters 
4. demonstrations of affection 
5. Friends 
6. Sex relations 
7. Conventionality (conect/proper behavior) 
8. Philosophy of life 
9. Dealing with parents or in-laws. 
10. Aims, goals, and things believed important 
11. Amount of time spent together 
12. Making major decisions 
13. Household tasks 
14. Leisure time interests and activities 
15. Career decisions 
0-aU the time 1-mostofthe 2-more often 3-occasionaUy 4-rarely 5-never 
time than not 
16. How often do you discuss or have you considered 
divorce, sqMration, or teiminating your relationship? 
17. How often do you or your mate leave the house aftn a fight? 
18. In general, how often do you think that things between you 
and your partner are going well? 
19. Do you confide in your nute? 
20. Do you ever regret that you married (or lived together)? 
21. How often do you and your partner quvrel? 
22. How often do you and your mate "get on each other's nerves?" 
4-cvervdav I 3-ahnoat every day I 2-occasionallv l-titcly O-never 
23. Do you kiss your mater? 
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4-aU of them 3-mostofthem | 2-someofthem | l-veiy fewofthem I 0-noneofthem 
24. Do you and your mate engage in outside interests together? 
0-never 1-lessthan 2-once or twice 3-once or twice 4-once a day 5-more often 
once a month a month a week 
How often would you say the following events occur between you and your spouse? 
25. Having a stimulating exchange of ideas 
26. Laugh together 
27. Calmly discuss something 
28. Work together on a project 
There are some things about which couples sometimes agree and sometimes disagree. Indicate if 
either item below caused differences of opinions or were problems in your relationship duhng the 
past few weeks. 
29. Being too tired for sex—^yesorno? 
30. Not showing love—yes or no? 
31. The dots on the following line represent different degrees of happiness in your relationship. The 
middle point, "happy," represents the degree of happiness of most relatioi^ps. Please circle the 
dot which best describes the degree of happiness, ^ things considered, of your relationship. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Extremely 
ffihappy 
Fairly 
mhappy 
Alitde 
yohappy 
Happy Very 
happy 
Extremely 
happy 
Perfect 
32. Which of the following statements best describes how you feel about the future of your 
relationship? 
5 I want desperately for my relationship to succeed, and would go to almost any length to see 
that it does. 
4 I want very much for my relationship to succeed, and will do all I can to see that it does. 
3 1 want very much for my relationship to succeed, and will do my fair share to see that it does. 
2 It would be nice if my relationship succeeded, but I can't do much more than I am doing now 
to help it succeed. 
1 It would be nice if it succeeded, but I re/use to do any more than / am doing now to keep the 
relationship going. 
0 My relationship can never succeed, and there is no more that I can do to keep the relationship 
going. 
Pr?Yirim fratmn ft PiiwH. 
In answering the next set of questions, 1 want you to think about your current relationship 
widi your husband or wife. Please rate the extent you agree that each statement describes your 
current relttioiiship with your spouse. For example, if you feel a statement is very true of your 
current rdMiooship, you would rate it a "4." If you feel a statement clearly does not describe your 
relationship, you would rate it a "1." 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Stronglv Agree 
1 2 3 4 
1. I can depend on my husband/wife to help me if I really need it 
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2. I feel that I do not have a close relationship with my husband/wife. 
3. I cannot turn to my husband/wife for guidance in times of stress. 
4. My husband/wife depends on me for help. 
5. My husband/wife enjoys the same social activities 1 do. 
6. My husband/wife does not view me as competent. 
7. I feel personally responsible for the well-being of my husband/wife. 
8. I feel diat my husband/wife shares my attitudes and beliefs. 
9. 1 do not think my husband/wife respects my skills and abilities. 
10. If something went wrong, my husband/wife would not come to my assistance. 
I l l  h a v e  a  c l o s e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i d i  m > '  h u s b a n d / v i i f e  d i a t  p r o v i d e s  m e  w i t h  a  s e n s e  o f  e m o t i o n a l  
security and well-being. 
12. I can t^ to my husband/wife about important decisions in my life. 
13. My husband/wife recognizes my competence and skill. 
14. My husband/wife does not share my interests and concerns. 
15. My husband/wife does not really rely on me for his/her well-being. 
16. My husband/wife is a tnistwon^ person I could turn to for advice if 1 were having problems. 
17.1 feel a strong emotional bond with my husband/wife. 
18. I cannot depend on my husband/wife for aid when I really need it. 
19. I feel comfoitable talking about problems with my husband/wife. 
20. My husband/wife admires my talents and abilities. 
21.1 lack a feeling of intimacy with my husband/wife. 
22. My husband/wife does not Uke to do the things I do. 
23. I can count on my husband/wife in an emergency. 
24. My husband/wife does not need me to care for him/her. 
Beck Depression Inventory fBeck et al.. 196n 
Please read each group of statements carefully. Then pick out the one statement in each group 
that describes the way you have been feeling in the PAST WEEK. INCLUDING TODAY. Circle 
the number next to the statement you picked. If several statements in the group seem to apply 
equaUy well, circle each one. Be sure to read aU die statements in one group before making vour 
choice. Then move on to the next group of statements. 
(1)0 I do not feel sad. 
1 I feel sad. 
2 I am sad all the time and I can't snap out of it. 
3 I am so sad or unhappy that I can't stand it. 
(2) 0 I am not particularly discouraged about the future. 
1 I feel discouraged about the fiinue. 
2 I feel I have nothing to look foiward to. 
3 I feel that the future is hopeless and diat dungs cannot improve. 
(3) 0 I do not feel Uke a failure. 
1 I feel I have failed more dian the average person. 
2 As I look back on my life, all lean see is a lot of fiuluies. 
3 I feel I am a complete fUlure as a person. 
(4) 0 
1 
2 
3 
(5) 0 
1 
2 
3 
(6)0  
1 
2 
3 
(7)0 
I 
2 
3 
(8 )0  
1 
2 
3 
(9) 0 
1 
2 
3 
(10)0 
1 
2 
3 
(11)0 
1 
2 
3 
(12)0 
I 
2 
3 
(13)0 
1 
2 
3 
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I get as much satisfaction out of things as I used to. 
I don't enjoy things the way I used to. 
I don't get real satisfaction out of anything anymore. 
1 am dissatisfied and bored with everything. 
I don't feel particularly guilty. 
I feel guilty a good part of the time. 
I feel quite guilty most of the time. 
I feel guilty all of the time. 
1 don't feel 1 am being punished. 
1 feel I may be punished 
I expect to be punished. 
1 feel I am being punished. 
1 don't feel disappointed in myself 
1 am disappointed in myself 
I am disgusted with myself 
I hate myself. 
1 don't feel 1 am any worse than anybody else. 
I am critical of myself for my weal^sses or mistakes. 
1 blame myself all the time for my faults. 
1 blame myself for everything bad that happens. 
1 don't have any thoughts of lolling myself 
1 have thoughts of killing myself^ but 1 would not carry them out. 
I would like to kill myself 
1 would kill myself if I had the chance. 
1 don't cry any more than usual. 
1 cry more now than I used to. 
1 cry all the time now. 
I used to be able to cry, but now I can't cry even though I want to. 
I am no more irritated now than I ever am. 
I get annoyed or irritated more easily than 1 used to. 
1 feel irritated all the time now. 
1 don't get irritated at all by the diings that used to irritate me. 
1 have not lost interest in other people. 
1 am less interested in other people than I used to be. 
I have loit most of my interest in other people. 
1 have lost all my interest in other people. 
I make decisions about as well as I ever could. 
I put off making dedsioas more than I used to. 
I have greater difficulty in making decisions than before. 
1 can't make dedsioiis anymore. 
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(14)0 I don't feel I look any worse than I used to. 
1 1 am worried that I am looking old or unattractive. 
2 I feel that there are permanent changes in my appearance that make me look unattractive. 
3 1 believe that 1 look ugly. 
(15)0 1 can work about as well as before. 
1 It takes an extra effoit to get started at doing something. 
2 I have to push myself very hard to do anything. 
3 1 can't do any work at all. 
(16)0 I can sleep as well as usual. 
1 1 don't sleep as well as 1 used to. 
2 I wake up 1-2 hours earlier than usual and find if hard to get back to sleep. 
3 I wake up several hours earlier than I used to and cannot get back to sleep. 
(17)0 I don't get more tired than usual. 
1 I get tired more easily than I used to. 
2 1 get tired fi'om doing almost anything. 
3 I have no energy at all anymore. 
(18)0 My appetite is no worse dian usual. 
1 My appetite is not as good as it used to be. 
2 My appetite is much worse now. 
3 I have no appetite at all anymore. 
(19)0 I haven't lost much weight, if any, lately. 
1 1 have lost more than 5 pounds. 
2 1 have lost more than 10 pounds. 
3 1 have lost more than IS pounds. 
(20)0 I am no more worried about my health than usual. 
1 1 am worried about physical problems such as aches and pains, upset stomach, or 
constipation. 
2 1 am very worried about physical problems and it's hard to Hiinlt of much else. 
3 1 am so worried about my i^sical problems that I cannot think about anything else. 
(21)0 1 have not noticed any recent change in my interest in sex. 
1 1 am less interested in sex now. 
2 I am much less interested in sex now. 
3 I have lost interest in sex completely. 
(22)0 I haven't put on much weight, if any, lately. 
1 I have put on between S - 10 pounds. 
2 I have put on more than 10 pounds. 
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(23)0 I sleq> as much or less than usual. 
1 I sleep at least 1 - 2 hours more than usual. 
2 I sleep 3 hours or more than usual. 
Measures Administered After Supportive Interaction 
These measures were given to participants after they had been the support recipient in a 
10-minute supportive interaction with their spouse. 
Depressive Adjectives Giecldist (Lubin. 1%S) 
Instructions and items for this checklist are presented below. 
Below you will find words that describe different kinds of moods and feelings. Check the words 
that de^be How You Feel Now—At this Moment. Some of the words may sound alike, but we 
want you to check all the words that describe vour feelings. Woric rapidly and check iU of the 
words that describe how you feel today. 
1. Unhappy 18. Well 
2. Active 19. Apathetic 
3. Blue 20. Chained 
4. Downcast 21. Strong 
5. Dispirited 22. Dejected 
6. Composed 23. Awfiil 
7. Distressed 24. Glum 
8. Cheerless 25. Great 
9. Lonely 26. Finished 
10. Free 27. Hopeless 
11. Lost 28. Lu^ 
12. Broken 29. Tortived 
13. Good 30. Listless 
14. Burdened 31. Safe 
IS. Forlorn 32. WUted 
16. Vigorous 33. Criticized 
17. Peacefid 34. Fit 
Interaction SuDDOitiveness Scale fCutrona. 1996a. 1996b^ 
Please rate die degree to which you agree or disagree with die following statements regarding die 
interaction you just had with your spouse. 
Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree 
1 2 3 4 
1. My spouse gave me no useful information. 
2. I feh as ifmy spouse really cared about me. 
3. I feh worse about myself 
4. My spouse relMd to or shared my interests and coocenis. 
5. My spouse let me know that he/site Wis there if I needed him/her. 
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6. My spouse behaved wannly toward me. 
7. My spouse was rude and abrupt in his/her comments. 
8. My spouse made me feel comifoftable about myself and my feelings. 
9. My spouse offered to participate in activities that would help me solve my problems. 
10. My spouse offered me good, practical advice. 
11. My spouse offered to spend time with me. 
12. My spouse offered to t^e over some of my extra responsibilities while I dealt with the problem. 
13. My spouse was sensitive to my feelings. 
14. My spouse did not take my problems seriously. 
15. My spouse made me feel that I had the skills to solve my own problems. 
16. My spouse was indifferent to my needs. 
17. My spouse showed respect for my capabilities and talents. 
18. My spouse told me somediing he/she could do to solve my problem. 
19. My spouse let me know that others have been through similar problems. 
20. My spouse offered to intervene by actually doing something to help me solve my problem. 
Interaction Satisfaction 
This consisted of three questions regarding how satisfied or happy the spouse was with the interaction 
when he or she was die recipient of support. Participants rated Aeir satisfaction on a scale from one 
to five, with 1 as extremely unsatisfied and S as extremely satisfied. 
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APPENDIX B: DESCRIPTION—IOWA FAMILY INTERACTION RATING SCALES 
Waimth/Suppoit 
General description. This scale measures the degree to which one person has a favorable 
reaction to the other person, takes an interest in the other person, and enjoys being with the other 
person. Take into account combinations of four types of behavior: NONVERBAL 
COMMUNICATION, such as physical gestures (touching, kissing), body posture (relaxed, sitting 
close), and eye contact; EMOTIONAL EXPRESSION, such as smiling, laughing seeming happy, 
good humored; SUPPORTTVENESS, such as showing concern for the other's welfare, offering 
encouragement and praise; RESPONSIVENESS such as asking questions to show interest in the 
other, using follow up questions; and the CONTENT of the statements themselves. In general, rate 
how much die person expresses caring about or shows interest in and is surooitive to the other. In 
scoring Warmth/Support, look for combinations of behaviors and weigh afifect or nonverbal behaviors 
more heavily than content of statements. 
1—Not at all characteristic: The person displays viituallv no examples of warmth or support 
toward the other. The person does not go out of his/her way to be warm/supportive 
(interested in and afiBiming) of the other at any time. 
3—Mainly uncharacteristic: The person exhibits some evidence of low-intensity behaviors 
that demonstrate wann/suppoitive caring, concern, encouragement, and responsiveness 
toward the other, but these behaviors quickly disappear. Examples of low intensity 
wannth/support are; a few head nods, encouraging conunents or interested questions, or a 
look with a smile, etc., that are genuinely warm/supportive. Simply attending does not 
warrant a '2' or '3' unless accompanied by wanntfa such as a smile or an empathic 
expressioiL Just looking at another person is not enough for a '2' or '3' in this scale; there 
must be some indication of warmth/support 
S—Somewhat characteristic: There are several times when the person expresses a moderate 
degree of concern, wannth, involvement, support, encouragement, praise, or afifection or 
attempts to draw the other persmi out in a warm/supportive manner. There is some clear 
evidence that the person occasionally is trying, for example, to praise, afiBnn, empadiize with, 
or in some otha manner demonstrate waraith/support to the otha. 
7—Moderately characteristic: The person sIk>ws warmth and support or 
demonstrates mofc intense warmth and support. The person may express interest in and 
attend to the other's comments in a warm/supportive manner, lie penon shows positive 
nonvertMl gestures, such as wann miles, fi^uent positive eye contact, and/or occasional 
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afifectioiute touching. The focal fairly often attempts, for example, to praise, affirm, 
empadiize with, or in some other manner demonstrate warmth/suppoit to the odier. 
9—Mainly characteristic; The person is characterized as being hinhlv warm and/or 
supportive. The person frequently may show high warmth and support by offering a high 
degree of encouragement and praise, and/or the person may display a high degree of 
affectionate touching, warm smiling, positive eye contact and/or supportive laughing. He/she 
may actively elicit information about the other's concerns in a warm/supportive, interested 
manner. The person displays genuine interest in and afiBrmation of the other. 
Hostility 
General description. This scale measures the degree to which the person displays hostile, 
angry, critical, disapproving and/or rejecting behavior toward another interactor's behavior (actions), 
appearance or state. Take the following behaviors into account: NONVERBAL 
COMMUNICATION, nich as angry or contemptuous facial expressions and menacing/threatening 
body posture; EMOTIONAL EXPRESSION, such as irritable, sarcastic, or curt tones of voice or 
shouting; rejection sudi as actively ignoring the other, showing contempt or disgust for the other or 
the other's behavior, denying the other's needs; and the CONTENT of the statements themselves, 
such as complaints about the other or denigrating or critical remarks, e. g., "You don't know 
anything" or "You could never manage that." Bear in mind that just because two people disagree 
does not necessarily mean diey are being hostile. To be hostile, disagreements must include some 
element of negative affect such as derogation, disapproval, blame, ridicule, etc. 
1—Not at all characteristic: The person displays virtually no examples of hostile, angry, 
critical, disapproving, sarcastic or rejecting betovior. 
3—Mainly unchaiacteristic: The person infrequently displays evidence of low*intensity 
hostility, but it is quickly abated. Examples of low-intensity hostility aie: mild criticism with 
minimal negative affect, an occasional abrupt remark, a scowl or finwn, a cynical smile, etc. 
5—Somewhat characteristic: The person sometimes di^lays examples of low-level or 
modeiately intense hostility, such as cuit or initaUe responses, mild rqection, or some 
moderately intense criticism or mger. In the absence of these behaviors, score'S' if there is a 
tense Mmosphere. (The intensity ofthenegMive affect helps to distinguish the appropriate 
score: '3','4', or *5'). 
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7—Moderately characteristic: The person fairly often shows hostility or demonstrates more 
intense and prolonged critical comments, such as some shouting, several curt or disruptive 
remarks. The person may also show more intense rejection or rebuffing of the other person's 
requests for assistance or affection. The person may also show more denigration or mocking. 
Note: Even a single instance of hostility may be scored '7' if it is of relatively high intensity. 
9—Mainly characteristic; The person frequently displays behaviors that are angry, critical, 
disapproving, and/or rejecting. There may be a relatively high degree of shouting, angry 
tones of voice, heavy use of sarcasm to denigrate the other, sharp or frequent criticism or 
mocking. The person may be highly rejecting. The person can be enraged and inflamed, but 
does not need to be diis extreme in order to be coded a '9'. One extremely intense instance of 
hostility, e. g., a burst of inflamed name calling, may be scored a '9'. 
Listener Responsiveness 
General description. This scale measure the degree to which the person attends to, shows 
interest in, acknowledges, and validates the verbalizations of die speaker through the use of behaviors 
such as nonverbal backchannels and verbal assents. A responsive listener is oriented to die speaker 
and makes the speaker feel diat he/she is being listened to rather than feeling like he/she is talking to a 
blank wall. The listener conveys to the spraker that he/she is interested in what the speaker has to 
1—Not at all characteristic; The person never or rarely is oriented to the speaker; looking 
down or away (e.g., looking around the room, looking at one's lap, staring at the wall). 
Alternatively, any looks that are present do not validate the speaker. 
3—Mainly uncharacteristic; The person sometimes is responsive, attentive, and oriented to 
the speaker. These behaviors are more absent than present 
5—Somewhat characteristic; The person intermittently is responsive, attentive, and oriented 
to the speaker (e. g., about half the time). 
7—Moderately characteristic: The person fairly often is responsive, attentive, and oriented to 
the speaker. However, some evidence of lack of responsiveness exists. 
9—Mainly characteristic: The person fiequendy is responsive, attentive, and oriented to the 
qwaker. A high level of backchannels and assents are used. 
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APPENDIX C: DESCRIPTION—SOCIAL SUPPORT BEHAVIOR CODE 
Infoimarional Support 
Infoimadonal support is behavior that provides information to the person under stress about 
the stress itself, about how to deal with the stress, or about how to appraise the situation. ("How to" 
or "what to do" or "how to think about the situation.") 
Suggestion/Advice 
A person suggests a course of action, i. e., what to do. This can be in the foim of a direct 
suggestion. Or the suggestion may be indirectly presented through a story. The suggestion 
may also be disguised as a question, e. g., "could you, can you", etc. Eximple; "maybe you 
could tiy to talk to him about it" or "my sister had the same problem and this is what she did 
about it...". 
Situation Aooraisal 
A person provides a different perspective on the situation; suggests a new way to think about 
or evaluate the stress. A clarifies or reassesses B's problem by ocplaining the source of stress 
to B, placing B's situation into perspective, or stressing the positive aspects of the situation. 
Basicidly, A redefines the situation for B. It is important to distinguish between appraisal of 
the situation versus appraisal of the person's ability to handle the situation. Only reappraisal 
of the situation fits under this code. Example: "you know, things could have bera a lot 
worse". 
Teaching 
A person provides infonnation for how to do something (not just what to do), or provides 
facts and news about the situation. The person can model the behavior for the supportee. 
Example: "the first step is to remove the carburetor cap.. .**. 
Emotional Support 
Emotional support is behavior that conomunicates caring, concern, sympathy, or 
understanding. Attempts to comfort or console the stressed person. 
Relationship 
A person expresses closeness and love to the supportee, stresses importance of his/her 
rdationship with B in solving the problem. Don not specify a particular action directed 
toward pn^lem solution. Examples: "I love you." Together we will make it." etc. 
Physical Affection 
Person A touches b affectionately, such as hugs, kisses, holding hands, rubbing back or 
shoulders, etc. 
Confidentialitv 
Person A promiies to keep B's problem confidential. 
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Sympathy 
Person A expresses sorrow or regret for the distress B feels. Example; That's really too 
bad." 
ynd^mjina^patf'Y 
Person A expresses or demonstrates understanding of B's problem and how B feels about it, 
expressing empathy or providing evidence for an understanding to the problem with a 
sunmuiry statement or a "me too" self disclosure. Example: "I understand how hard it was 
for you" or "1 feh the same way when it happened tome". 
Reassurance 
Provides nonspecific support. Not a reconceptuali zation of the situation, but more the 
equivalent of "there, there" or "don't worry". This is a more general reassurance that doesn't 
involve Compliment or Situation Apprais^. 
Expressing Concern 
Supporter expresses concern over the stressed person's well-being; may be in the forai of a 
question. Example: "Are you okay?". 
Praver 
Person A prays with B, offers to pray with B, or invokes religious faith. Examples: "I'll pray 
for you" or "just have faith". 
Esteem Support 
Esteem support is behavior that communicates to someone diat he/she is highly valued and respected; 
that he/she is held with favorable regard. Expresses belief in the person's ability or value; confirms 
the correctness or justifiability of the person's actions; relieves guilt. 
Compliment 
Person A says positive things about B. emphasizes B's abilities, gives positive feedback to B, 
or expresses the belief that B can handle the situation. This code is for appraisal or 
reappraisal ofthe person, not for positive conunents about the situation. Example: "you 
really handled that well" or "you deserve that raise". 
Expresses the validity of the person's beliefs, actions, thoughts, or emotions. Example: "I 
dii^ you are right" or "I would have thought he was joking too". 
ReUef of Blame 
Person A tries to relieve B's feeling of guilt over Ae situation. Example: "it's not your ftult" 
or "don't blame yourselT. 
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Tangible Support 
Offers to provide tangible resources, services, or assistance to eliminate, solve, or alleviate 
the problem. 
Loan 
Person A offers to lend B a material object or money. 
Direct Task 
Person A offers to perform a task directly related to the stress for B. 
Indirect Task 
Person A offers to take over one or more of B's other responsibilities while B is under stress. 
Active Participation 
Person A offers to join B in actively reducing die problem causing the stress. A is not 
directly performing the task alone, A is performing it with B. 
rnmplias ivith Request 
The stressed person asks for a specific kind of assistance and the supporter agrees to provide 
it. 
Willingness 
Person A emphasizes a willingness to help B, but doesn't specify the exact nature of the 
offered assistance. 
Attentiveness 
Responsiveness 
Person A demonstrates attentiveness and interest without making a specific statement that has 
content. Example: "y^" '^ *buh". 
Inquiries 
Support-provider asks questions about the problem sioiation, the person's views on the 
simation or the person's emotions. Example; "how did that make you feel". 
Nmtivt B^V?OT 
Interrupt 
Person A breaks that continuity of the conversation by starting to talk in die middle of B's 
sentence, or changing the subject abruptly to somediing entirely unrelated to the topic of 
concern. A diverts the conversation away from B's problem. 
Complain 
Person A talks about negative circumstances he/she is fitting father dian the problenu A is 
or A talks about the situation as if it were A's problems and causing stress for A rather than 
forB. 
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Critiffjffi 
Person A makes negative comments about B's ability to handle the situation or blames A for 
causing the situation. This code also includes negative comments about B personally, such as 
blaming or name^alling. 
Isolation 
Person A says that he/she will not help B in solving the problem or dealing with the problem, 
or A says that he/she does not want to discuss it. This would also include silence following a 
direct question, which implies a refusal to answer the question. 
Disagree/Disapprove 
Person A expresses a lack of agreement or expresses disapproval with what B says or does. 
This can be expressed verbally or with head shaking. 
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APPENDIX D: DESCRIPTION—IFIRS CODER TRAINING 
The coders employed to code the IFIRS subscales used in the present study were employed 
by the Institute for Social and Behavioral Research in Ames, Iowa. These coders complete an 
extensive training program, then continue to maintain their training through weekly group meetings 
and periodic tests. The training consists of a period of approximately six weeks (20 hours a week) for 
a total of approximately 120 hours. During this training period the coders are trained with the 
definitions of each subscale type along with practice periods for those subscales. In addition, they 
view practice tapes complete with the scores for those interactions. Finally, the coders attend two 
group meetings per week during which they practice coding interactions together with their 
instructors. 
The coders must pass written tests over the scale definitions and criteria before they can move 
on to the practice coding tapes. These tests must be passed at least at the 90% level. Then coders are 
given practice interactions (it is the same interaction for the entire trainee group) to code. Instructors 
have already coded these tapes. The trainees' scores are then compared with those indicated by the 
instructors, and trainees are required to perform practice coding at die 80% agreement level for two 
separate interactions before they are allowed to code for die data set. 
For the entirety of the time that coders are employed at the Institute, they engage in ongoing 
training meetings twice per week, for a total of four hours per week. Periodically, aU coders are given 
written tests and are assigned the same interactions to code and must achieve 80% agreement. 
FinaUy, two coders independently code approximately 2S% of all interactions. Then the coders must 
meet (in what is termed a consensus meeting) in order to resolve any differences. Please see Lorenz 
and Melby (1994) for fiiither details of coder training. 
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APPENDIX E; DESCRIPTION—SSBC CODER TRAINING 
First, coders were assembled in a group to familiarize themselves with the coding criteria for 
each type of support. Approximately one hour was spent on each type of support, with the coding 
system researcher providing examples of the support types and answering questions. Second, a series 
of group practice coding sessions were held. These meetings were devoted to coding one social 
support type at a time. Third, coders were paired with another coda to rate the same tapes until they 
could consistently code tapes with .70 intenater agreement. Finally, the coders were allowed to begin 
coding interactions individually. When coding the interactions, the coders had transcripts of die 
verbal content of the interactions to be used while watching the interaction in coding the behaviors. 
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